St. John's University

St. John's Scholar
Theses and Dissertations
2020

ANALYZING TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS ON PRINCIPAL
EFFECTIVENESS THROUGH LEADERSHIP STYLE, GENDER, AND
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF A SCHOOL BUILDING
Marie Antonette Netto
Saint John's University, Jamaica New York

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.stjohns.edu/theses_dissertations

Recommended Citation
Netto, Marie Antonette, "ANALYZING TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS ON PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS
THROUGH LEADERSHIP STYLE, GENDER, AND EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF A SCHOOL BUILDING" (2020).
Theses and Dissertations. 84.
https://scholar.stjohns.edu/theses_dissertations/84

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by St. John's Scholar. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of St. John's Scholar. For more information,
please contact fazzinol@stjohns.edu.

ANALYZING TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS ON PRINCIPAL
EFFECTIVENESS THROUGH LEADERSHIP STYLE, GENDER, AND
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF A SCHOOL BUILDING

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
to the faculty of the Department of
ADMINISTRATIVE AND INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP
of
THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
at
ST. JOHN'S UNIVERSITY
New York
by
Marie A. Netto

Submitted Date

March 10, 2020

Approved Date

March 24, 2020

______________________________

______________________________

Marie A. Netto

Dr. Mary Ellen Freeley

©Copyright by Marie A. Netto 2020
All Rights Reserved

ABSTRACT
ANALYZING TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS ON PRINCIPAL
EFFECTIVENESS THROUGH LEADERSHIP STYLE, GENDER, AND
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF A SCHOOL BUILDING
Marie A. Netto
Since a building principal is the most important employee in a school building
with regards to setting educational standards and creating culture, it is important for this
leader to consider leadership style and to recognize the importance of teachers’
perceptions on effectiveness. The purpose of this ex post facto study was to explore the
relationship between the leadership style of building principals and perceived
effectiveness of those leaders. Subtopics of this study considered the relationship that
gender, leadership style, and educational level of the school building (elementary vs.
secondary) have on perceived effectiveness of leaders. Data were collected via Bass &
Avolio’s web-based survey entitled the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ)
from a sampling of elementary and secondary building principals in Nassau and Suffolk
County districts and at least five faculty members from each principal’s school. In total,
38 building principals and 236 teachers participated in the study. Descriptive statistics
were compiled on the demographic data obtained, and two-way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) tests and an Independent Samples t-test were run using SPSS to understand if
there was any significant relationship between gender, type of school and leadership
styles or between leadership style, gender, type of school and the perceived effectiveness
of the building principal. Further, this study explored if there was a statistically
significant difference between the perceptions about leadership style and effectiveness

between principal participants and teacher raters. Results of the study revealed nonsignificant associations for all research questions; however, statistically significant simple
main effects found that at the elementary level, female principals were considered
significantly more transformational than male principals. Findings also indicated that
teachers on both educational levels perceived their male principals to exhibit more
laissez-faire leadership behaviors than female principals, and there was a statistically
significant difference in effectiveness scores between elementary and secondary school
levels for male principals with elementary school teachers rating their male principals as
more effective. Through these findings, certain strategies can be ascertained to help
current leaders reflect on practice, to better prepare future leaders, and to contribute to the
discourse about gender, school type, and leadership in education.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
The position of principal has evolved over time; as schoolhouses grew in size
during the early 1800s, a principal teacher, became responsible for a number of clerical
and administrative duties. This leader, who in most cases was a man, was responsible for
communicating with the public, maintaining order in the school for issues such as the
schedule, attendance, discipline, and start and end times. As more has been expected of
our schools, so too has more been expected of the chief leader of an educational building.
Since the master teacher - the principal - is arguably the most important employee in a
school with regards to setting standards and creating culture, it is thoroughly important
that the leader in this role considers leadership style and recognizes the importance of
teachers’ perceptions on his or her effectiveness. The principal of a building is pivotal in
creating an effective school as he or she is the leader who will set the tone and direction
for the school (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000a, 2000b). He or she also functions as a liaison
between the community and higher administration and the teachers who directly serve the
students in the building. This principal must understand how to most effectively wear the
many hats assigned to this position.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between the leadership
style of building principals and the perceived effectiveness of those leaders. A review of
related literature addressed various leadership styles (transformational, transactional, and
laissez-faire) and leadership effectiveness. Subtopics of this study considered the impact,
if any, that gender, leadership style, and educational level of the school building
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(elementary vs. secondary) had on the perceived effectiveness of leaders. According to
Fiedler (1981), leadership effectiveness depends on two interacting factors which include
the leader’s personality and the degree to which the leader is either “task-motivated” or
“relationship motivated” (p. 624). While there is a good deal of research on gender and
leadership styles, there is less research on perceived effectiveness as it relates to gender.
Further, the researcher has had a very difficult time finding quality literature on the
relationship between leadership style or effectiveness and the educational level of a
school building. Through the research compiled in this study, certain strategies can be
ascertained to help current leaders reflect on their practice, to better prepare future
leaders, to contribute to the discourse about gender and leadership, and to add
information about educational level of a building and leadership to the research in the
field of education.
This study used an ex-post facto quantitative research design where group
comparisons were conducted based on cross-sectional survey responses. For the purpose
of this study, the target population was building principals who hold a School District
Leader/School Building Leader (SDL/SBL) certification from New York State and have
at least five years’ experience at a suburban Long Island school district. To gather data
on the target population, the researcher procured a sampling of building principals from
elementary and secondary schools in Nassau and Suffolk County districts. The
researcher attempted to obtain at least forty building principals. Further, to obtain data on
the perceived effectiveness of building principals, a sampling of staff members was
surveyed from each of the selected principals’ buildings. The researcher tried to obtain at
least five faculty members from each principal’s building. Staff members were members
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of the faculty who hold a New York State teaching certificate. Both the principal group
and the teacher rater group responded to the corresponding Bass and Avolio’s Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) to obtain data on leadership style and effectiveness.
SPSS was used to run descriptive statistics on the demographic data obtained,
two-way Analysis of Variance tests with Post hoc tests when appropriate to understand if
there was any significant relationship between gender and leadership styles or between
leadership style, gender, educational level of the school and the perceived effectiveness
of the building principal. Further, the study examined if there were statistically
significant differences between principal and teacher raters’ perceptions about the
principal’s leadership style and effectiveness through analysis of data from an
Independent Samples t-test.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for any study helps ground the research questions and
guides readers to a better understanding of the study’s foundation. Akin to a blueprint,
the theoretical framework serves as the plan for the researcher. According to Eisenhart
(1991), the theoretical framework is defined as “a structure that guides research by
relying on a formal theory…constructed by using an established, coherent explanation of
certain phenomena and relationships” (p. 205). When considering the frameworks that
ground this study, gender theory and leadership theory were selected for their relationship
to the topics and subtopics that were investigated in this research.
Since part of the purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between
gender and the leadership style of building principals and the perceived effectiveness of
those leaders, understanding how certain social gender norms may impact a person to act
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in a certain way was a component that will be explored through this research. The work
of Margaret Mead (1928) and psychologists like Sandra Bem (1983) will be referenced to
show the evolution of the theory. Overall, the theory contends that some traits are more
commonly accepted when attributed to a certain gender. As such, female leaders who
display more masculine traits may not be deemed as effective by their subordinates.
Additionally, the research focuses on leadership style, so a review of the history of
leadership theory helped to set a foundation for the selected styles researched in this
study. Reading through literature that provided a historical view on the role of leadership
provided a context to understand what leadership behaviors are regarded most highly
today.
The present research fits into these theories by examining the relationship
between gender, leadership style and the perceived effectiveness of building principals.
If differences exist, gender theory or leadership theory can help to explain the results.
Conceptual Framework
The graphic below illustrates the conceptual framework for the current study.
Visually, it depicts the researcher’s interest in determining if gender and type of school
impact leadership style and if a relationship exists between gender, leadership style,
and/or educational level of a school on perceived principal effectiveness. Data from the
MLQ were drawn from building principals and their subordinates. That data provided
information on leadership styles and leadership effectiveness. Further, the researcher
analyzed the data to determine if leadership style, gender, and/or type of school impacted
perceived leadership effectiveness.
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Significance/Importance of the Study
According to the 2015-2016 National Teacher and Principal Survey administered
by the US Department of Education, 54.2 percent of all public school principals were
female. However, only 32.7 percent of high school principals were recorded as female
compared with 67.3 percent of male high school principals. These percentages were
essentially reversed in elementary schools where 67.7 percent of principals were female,
and 32.3 percent of principals were male. This notable difference causes one to pause
and consider the potential reasons for this. While the number of women leaders in
education has increased in the female heavy profession, the top spot in secondary schools
appears to still be reserved for males. As such, this study sought to explore reasons why
this disparity might exist through the analysis of data obtained from teachers’ perceptions
about the school building principal.
While some studies like Eagly et al. (2003) found that men had “higher scores on
measures of the less effective aspects of leadership – passive management and laissezfaire leadership” (p. 585) and other findings in studies from Bass et al. (1996), Doherty
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(1997), and Turner et al. (2004), indicate that women are more transformational leaders
than men, this study adds to the literature from the specific perspective of suburban Long
Island.
The notions of gender, leadership styles, and leader effectiveness remain topics
that will benefit from continued research. With regards to gender and leadership, major
improvements have been made to help females break through the supposed “glass
ceiling” of years ago, yet more can be done to be sure that attitudes continue to change so
new social norms can be established and so, as Eagly and Carli (2007) contend, “the
labyrinth” of professional endeavors can be successfully navigated (p. 3). Interestingly,
Robinson et al. have found that the profile of women superintendents are more like their
male counterparts, and Paustian-Underdahl, Walker, & Woehr have shown that there is a
nonsignificant relationship between gender and leadership effectiveness (2017; 2014).
Overall, their findings show that there was not a significant gender difference in
perceived leadership effectiveness. There were no significant differences across time
periods or across study settings. Further examinations of the relationship between gender
on leadership/leadership styles and their impact on effectiveness can expand the present
traditional views and open opportunities to all individuals who deviate from stereotypical
social gender-role behaviors. In turn, this can contribute to the relationship between
gender, leadership, school type, and perceived effectiveness.
Connection With Social Justice and/or Vincentian Mission in Education
Because this research study sought to explore gender inequalities that may exist as
a result of teachers’ perceptions about their building principal’s leadership effectiveness,
it connects to the issue of social justice for females as a historically underrepresented
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group. Further, the data can promote global connections for educational leadership
advancement for both genders.
Research Questions
Below are the research questions and hypotheses for each research question that
were explored in this study.
The following research questions were explored through this quantitative study:
RQ1: Will there be a significant difference in the leadership style of building principals
as rated by their teachers by gender of the principal and/or the educational level of the
school building?
RQ2: Is the perceived effectiveness of building principals as rated by their teachers
explained by the gender of the principal, the leadership style of the principal, and/or the
educational level of the school building?
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference between the perceptions about
leadership style and effectiveness between the principal participants and the teacher
raters?
Hypotheses
H01: There is no statistically significant difference in the leadership style of building
principals as rated by their teachers based on gender and/or the educational level of the
school building.
H11: There is a statistically significant difference in the leadership style of building
principals as rated by their teachers based on gender and/or the educational level of the
school building.
H02: There is no statistically significant difference in the perceived effectiveness of
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building principals as rated by their teachers based on gender, leadership style, and/or the
educational level of the school building.
H12: There is a statistically significant difference in the perceived effectiveness of
building principals as rated by their teachers based on gender, leadership style, and/or the
educational level of the school building.
H03: There is no statistically significant difference between the perceptions about
leadership style and effectiveness between the principal participants and the teacher
raters.
H13: There is a statistically significant difference between the perceptions about
leadership style and effectiveness between the principal participants and the teacher
raters.
Design and Methods
Research Design and Data Analysis
This quantitative study used an ex post facto research design to examine if and
how certain independent variables affected the named dependent variables. Using data
collected via Bass & Avolio’s web-based survey entitled the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ), descriptive statistics were compiled on the demographic data
obtained and two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were run using SPSS to
understand if there was any significant relationship between gender, type of school and
leadership styles or between leadership style, gender, type of school and the perceived
effectiveness of the building principal. Further, an Independent Samples t-test was
computed to ascertain if there was a difference in perception about principal leadership
style and effectiveness between teacher ratings and principal self-ratings.
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Sample
For the purpose of this ex post facto quantitative research study, the target
population was building principals who hold an SDL/SBL certification from New York
State and have at least five years’ experience at a suburban Long Island school district.
To gather data on the target population, the researcher procured a sampling of building
principals from elementary or secondary schools in Nassau and Suffolk County districts
and at least five faculty members from each principal’s school. In total, 38 building
principals and 236 teachers participated in the study.
Instrument
The instrument used for this research study was the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire by Bass and Avolio (2004). The 45-item survey uses a five point scale to
rate leadership behaviors and three outcomes of leadership – extra effort, satisfaction, and
effectiveness.
Procedures
Data were collected via a web-based survey entitled the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ) (Bass & Avolio, 2004) that remained confidential. In order to
obtain a random sampling of participants, an email was first sent to the principals of all
Long Island schools to explain the study and obtain formal consent from possible
participants. Once the building principal participants consented to inclusion in the study,
an introductory email was sent to the faculty of the building principals that detailed the
purpose of the study, ensured confidentiality, presented a consent form, and the electronic
link to the MLQ- Rater Form. The building principals and faculty members were given a
two week window to complete the questionnaire. The researcher sent two reminder
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emails before the two-week window closed – one email sent a week before the window
closed and the other email sent one day before the window closed. As per the MLQ, a
minimum of five faculty members were needed per principal participant in order to
obtain statistically significant data evaluating the effectiveness of the building principal.
The principals completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Leader Form while
the teachers completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Rater Form. The online
platform through the publishing company for the MLQ linked teacher rater forms to the
leader he or she evaluated.
Definition of Terms
Leadership Styles
In an effort to narrow down the various possibilities for leadership styles, the
researcher utilized Bass and Avolio’s Multifactor Leadership model which identifies
three main leadership styles – transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire. The
instrument, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), developed by Bass and
Avolio (2004), measures the three aforementioned aspects of leadership as well as three
outcomes of leadership – effectiveness, extra-effort, and satisfaction. A brief summary of
each leadership style follows:
Transformational Leadership
Often when people are asked to define leaders who have positively influenced
them in some way, the following transformational characteristics were described:
“inspirational, intellectually stimulating, challenging, visionary, development oriented,
and determined to maximize performance” (Bass & Avolio, 2004, p. 4). According to
Burns (1978), the transformational leader “is concerned with the development of the
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individual and recognizes and looks for potential motives in followers, seeks to satisfy
higher needs, and engages the full person of the follower” (p. 4). Thus, transformational
leaders seek to build the skills of individuals so that those subordinates can develop into
leaders. These transformational leaders want to foster trust and respect, and they
encourage “others to both develop and perform beyond standard expectations” (p. 19).
Transactional Leadership
Transactional leaders focus primarily on the day to day operations by
implementing clear structured processes that will help followers achieve goals.
According to Bass and Avolio (2004), “transactional leadership is supplemented by
working with individuals and/or groups, setting up and defining agreements or contracts
to achieve specific work objectives, discovering individuals’ capabilities, and specifying
the compensation and rewards that can be expected upon successful completion of the
tasks” (p. 3). However, in the passive form of this leadership style, a leader will wait for
a mistake to happen before he or she attempts to take action.
Laissez-faire Leadership
Just as the French term, laissez-faire, means leave alone or let do, laissez-faire
leaders take a hands-off approach, offer little guidance, and allow the group to make
decisions on its own. Laissez-faire leaders, “avoid getting involved when important
issues arise,” are “absent when needed,” “avoid making decisions,” and “delay
responding to urgent questions” (Bass & Avolio, 2004, p. 105). This style of leadership
is often described as an avoidant or non-leadership style and researchers typically
associate negative connotations with it (Harland, Jones & Rieter-Palmon, 2005; Kurfi,
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2009). To be hands off can imply that the leader does not care much about the issues that
are presented.
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CHAPTER 2
Review of Related Research
Introduction
In this chapter, the theoretical framework for this study will be expanded from the
first chapter with the inclusion of theorists that can be applied to the constructs of the
present research. Further, a review of related literature will address gender and
leadership, various leadership styles (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire),
leadership effectiveness, and leadership at different educational levels.
This chapter will establish the context for this study and present gaps within the
research. For instance, more research exists on the topic of secondary leadership,
leadership effectiveness has many different meanings, and the discourse on gender and
perceived effectiveness of leaders could benefit from a richer discourse. In all, Chapter
Two will serve as a bridge between the introductory material and the application and
methodology of the study.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for any study helps ground the research questions and
guides readers to a better understanding of the study’s foundation. Akin to a blueprint,
the theoretical framework serves as the plan for the researcher. According to Eisenhart
(1991), the theoretical framework is defined as “a structure that guides research by
relying on a formal theory…constructed by using an established, coherent explanation of
certain phenomena and relationships” (p. 205).
Gender Theory
When considering the framework that grounded this study, gender theory was one
selected theory since it related to the topic. Since part of the purpose of this study was to
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explore the relationship between gender and the leadership style of building principals
and the perceived effectiveness of those leaders, understanding how certain social gender
norms may impact a person to act in a certain way was a component explored through
this research.
While relatively recent as a theory, gender theory may be rooted to
anthropological studies and the work of Margaret Mead in her 1928 study Coming of Age
in Samoa where she described behaviors and tasks performed by Samoan adolescent
girls. As such, the study notes that gender stereotypes are learned and created by societal
influences more so than determined by nature or biological sex (Smith, 2001). Much
time passed before other philosophical and psychological theorists focused on gender.
To gain a psychological perspective, Burger’s, Personality (2015), focuses a
significant portion of the Behavioral/Social Learning Approach on individual differences
in gender-role behavior. The author explains that messages about how boys and girls
should act are presented to children very early on in their lives - from the toys that are
bought for them to the way that people speak to them. Therefore, children
observationally learn from their youth the acceptable ways they should behave in our
world. Despite our growing acceptance of broadening gender role behaviors, many
people still believe in traditional stereotypes which “portray men as aggressive,
independent, and unemotional, whereas women are depicted as passive, dependent, and
affectionate” (p. 377). The word, traditional, in and of itself implies that these gender
role behaviors have been long-established, customary, and habitually done, so any
behavior that is in contrast to a traditional role will be deemed as atypical. These gender
role behaviors are introduced through culture, national character, media, government
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policies, our external environment, and the adults with whom we interact. Therefore,
these individual differences in gender-role behaviors have an impact on our personalities
and on our own personal constructs - the cognitive structures we use to interpret and
predict events in our own lives (Burger, 2015). In this chapter, there is information
described about masculinity, femininity, androgyny, gender type and psychological wellbeing, gender type and interpersonal relationships, and unmitigated agency and
unmitigated communion.
Further examples of these roles are found in Bem (1983), where she notes that
“gender schema theory proposes that sex typing derives in large measure from genderschematic processing, from a generalized readiness on the part of the child to encode and
to organize information – including information about the self – according to the
culture’s definition of maleness and femaleness” (p. 603). In her work, she explains that
gender schema should “become more limited in scope” and that “society should stop
projecting gender into situations irrelevant to genitalia” (p. 616). In this way, traits will
stop being assigned to a specific gender.
With regards to how a person’s character comes to be, Christman & McClellan
(2012) assert, “Identity is controlled individually and socially. And for most individuals,
identity is shaped by others’ power. Butler (2004) points out that most of this identity is
beyond our control, that the making up of our own gender is historical, cultural, and
political” (p. 652). However, in their article, the authors recognize that leaders had much
more dynamic concepts of gender that went beyond the binary notion of biological sex.
Through this lens, leaders, both male and female, can be mindful of the characteristics
they display when approaching a variety of educational issues. The focus may be less on
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actual gender and more on the appropriate behaviors that can help most effectively
address the situation.
This present study fits with prior research on Gender Theory as it sought to
explore the relationship between gender and leadership style and perceived effectiveness.
Leadership Theory
Certainly, leadership has been a topic long discussed since ancient times. The
evolution of leadership theory over the past century includes literature from a diverse
array of theorists and expresses the progression of psycho-social beliefs and the changing
dynamics of the organization. Early studies of leadership often centered around
individuals who were considered great leaders, either at that time or retrospectively –
kings and leaders who were thought to have a divine right and men like Churchill,
Mohammed, and Gandhi. The Great Man Theory was originally coined by Thomas
Carlyle (1841) when he declared, “the history of the world is but the biography of great
men” (p. 127). Carlyle asserts that there are divinely inspired heroes who are born with
necessary attributes that will help them rise to power and impact history through their
vision and innate leadership skills. Often closely linked to the Great Man Theory, Trait
Theory also suggests that there are specific personality traits that are particularly suited to
successful leadership, but these qualities can be acquired.
The work of Stogdill (1948) challenged Trait Theory in that he found a successful
leader’s characteristics are dependent upon the demands of the situation. Generally,
Stogdill concluded that traits alone do not make a great leader, rather both the situation in
which the leader is functioning and specific traits help the person to be successful.
However, in 1974, Stogdill identified a number of traits that distinguish leaders from

17
others including adaptability, alertness, creativity, high energy, dependability, selfconfidence, and persistence to name a few. Nevertheless, Contingency Theory, or
Situational Theory began to emerge in the overarching realm of leadership theory.
Broadly, studies suggested that leaders perform differently in different circumstances and
that leadership effectiveness is contingent upon the way the leader acts in response to the
situation presented (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988; Fiedler, 1981).
The idea of a servant as leader stems from Robert Greenleaf and his reading of
Herman Hesse’s novel Journey to the East in which a servant character, Leo, holds
together a group of men as they travel on a mythical journey. While Leo is with the men,
they are cohesive and successful; when Leo is separated from the group, the men are
disorganized and they abandon the journey. One of the men come to find out that Leo the
servant is actually a great and noble leader. For Greenleaf (1977), “this story clearly says
that the great leader is seen as servant first” (p. 19). The men may not have initially
realized how important it was to have someone caring for them from the role of servant,
but when that person was gone, they lost their direction – they lost their leader. If a
servant leader allows those who will be served to define their own needs, then true
growth among all constituents can be found.
While some may see this style as weak, Sergiovanni (2013) purports that this
concept “furnishes an attractive image of leadership for it embraces all the members of
the school as community and all those who are served by the community” (p. 398). This
type of leadership is built on the strength of moral authority. “Servant leadership is
practiced by serving others, but its ultimate purpose is to place oneself, and others for
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whom one has responsibility, in the service of ideals” (p. 387). These ideals help all
members feel vested in the success and growth of the system.
With more than three decades of development, transformational leadership has
become highly regarded in research and professional development. Burns (1978) is often
considered the originator of the concept when he distinguished between transactional and
transformational leadership styles. Transactional leaders appeal to their followers’ selfinterest by establishing relationships based on a series of exchanges between them. The
leadership is more conventional in the sense that transactional leaders clarify
responsibilities, manage organizational systems, reward subordinates for meeting
objectives, and correct them when necessary. There is a bargaining process that
motivates both the leader and subordinates to maintain the organization. On the other
hand, according to Burns (1978), the transformational leader “is concerned with the
development of the individual and recognizes and looks for potential motives in
followers, seeks to satisfy higher needs, and engages the full person of the follower” (p.
4). The transformational leader always strives to change for the better and has a deeper
purpose for the system. Burns states, “transforming leadership ultimately becomes moral
in that it raises the level of human conduct and ethical aspiration of both leader and led,
and thus has a transforming effect on both” (p. 20). Though the two styles are considered
to be empirically separate, both transactional and transformational leadership behaviors
are considered to be displayed by effective leaders.
Bass and Avolio extend leadership theory through their extensive research
developing and analyzing results from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Their
research includes discussion of transformational, transactional, and non-leadership or
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laissez-faire factors in what they consider to be the Full Range of Leadership Model
(Bass & Avolio, 2004). Transformational leaders are fully concerned with their
subordinates so that they all contribute to the greater good of the organization. Bass &
Avolio (2004) state such leaders “provide followers with a clear sense of purpose that is
energizing” and goes beyond a simple exchange of rewards for effort provided (p. 53).
They are proactive, focus on development not just performance, and they seek to elevate
their associates to a higher level of potential. Bass and Avolio include the following as
characteristics of transformational leadership: idealized attributes, idealized behaviors,
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration.
Transactional leaders are more like managers and they are mostly focused on
constructive and corrective communication. Contingent reward, management by
exception (active), and management by exception (passive) are traits included in this
style. Under the non-leadership or laissez-faire leadership style, the leader avoids
intervening; generally, there are “neither transactions nor agreements with followers”
(Bass & Avolio, 1993, p. 53).
With regards to leadership styles in the field of education, Leithwood and his
colleagues have contributed greatly to the research. Leithwood (1994) argued that the
transformational leadership style is relevant and necessary for successful leaders in the
21st century. When leaders share their vision and values and they are representative of all
the constituent groups of the school, that principal is in a position to effectively lead
teachers who contribute productively and students who achieve (Leithwood & Riehl,
2003). Through his prolific works, some of which focus on secondary principals, he and
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others with whom he conducts research have framed the current conversation about
transformational leadership in the field of education.
Review of Related Literature
The Wallace Foundation, in its expanded January 2013 edition, discusses how the
principal is the single most influential figure on the school building and suggests that the
principal must be a leader of learning so that the full team can deliver effective
instruction to all students and thus be considered effective as a school. Since a building
principal is the most important employee in a school building with regards to setting
standards and creating culture, it is extremely important that the leader in this role
considers leadership style and recognizes the importance of teachers’ perceptions on his
or her effectiveness. The principal of a building is pivotal in creating an effective school
as he or she is the leader who will set the tone and direction for the school (Leithwood &
Jantzi, 2000a, 2000b). A variety of factors may influence the way a principal leads his or
her school building. The subtopics of gender, leadership styles, effective leadership and
differences between elementary and secondary leadership are explored in this chapter.
Gender and Leadership
Ayman and Korabik (2010) write to explain why it is important to understand
gender and culture when analyzing leadership. The authors believe that gender and
culture are similar forces in relation to leadership. First, they define each term; they use a
definition by Kluckhohn that culture “is an acquired and transmitted pattern of shared
meaning, feeling, and behavior that constitutes a distinctive human group” (p. 158).
Gender pertains to the psychosocial consequences of biological sex. However, gender is
multi-faceted and includes aspects such as gender schemas and stereotypes, gender-role
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identity and traits, attitudes, and values. Ayman and Korabik utilize three approaches to
leadership – trait, contingency, and behavioral – to determine the effect of gender and
culture on leadership.
Ultimately, Ayman and Korabik found “both gender and culture matter because
they can affect a leader’s style, behavior, emergence, and effectiveness in many complex
ways. For example, gender and culture matter because leaders’ gender-role identities and
cultural values can affect the choices they make about the manner in which they will
lead” (2010, p.166). Essentially, many aspects that contribute to a person’s being impact
choices and actions.
The purpose of Pflanz’s qualitative study, “Women in Positions of Influence:
Exploring the Journeys of Female Community Leaders” was to “(a) explore why women
lead, (b) examine the characteristics these women possess, (c) discover ensuing
challenges and barriers, and (d) describe successful leadership, as defined by the
participants” (2011, p. 6). In the researcher’s literature review, she focuses on leadership
styles, the context of leadership, and career progression. The ten women participants
represented leaders in the fields of politics, education, business, and social services.
Through interviews, the researcher’s codings revealed the following six themes: power
vs. influence, inciting change, significant role models, challenges and obstacles, selfefficacy and identity, and effectual styles. Through a feminist lens, the study also
highlights gender roles and gender stereotypes, implications for career advancement, and
role models for women in leadership.
Christman and McClellan (2012) completed two qualitative studies using the
Delphi technique – one focused on men and the other focused on women – with the
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purpose to further inform higher education about gender and resiliency leadership. Seven
female participants and eight male participants, who were all deans or department chairs
in higher education, committed to an average of thirty minutes per week of online
communication for eight weeks. Participants identified their own resiliency indicators,
described an episode when their components of resiliency helped them overcome a
situation, and they shared thoughts about how educational administration programs could
foster resiliency in aspiring administrators.
The researchers described how they reviewed responses after each iteration of the
study, carefully studied them to find markers and descriptive phrases, and sent them back
to participants for review and critique. Some of the markers for the women included
“perseverance, optimism, support from families/partners/husbands/other colleagues” and
some of the categories for the men included, “persistence, adaptability/flexibility,
courage to take risks” (p. 658). While the authors expected leaders to behave in
stereotypical ways based on biological sex, what developed from their research was the
thought that “gender identity and leadership are both more complex than fitting into one
gender model or another” (p. 659). Christman and McClellan identify a middle space
where all can develop and work through the complexity of socially constructed
expectations.
The purpose of Brandt and Laiho’s (2013) study was to determine if similar
personality types showcase the same kind of leadership behavior regardless of gender.
The authors designed a quantitative research study using the following instruments Kouzes & Posner’s Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) and the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTI) to determine personality. The participants for this study included 459
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leaders (283 men and 176 women) and 378 subordinates in a variety of fields. Leaders
completed both questionnaires during leadership training sessions during the years 19962010; subordinates only rated their leaders using the LPI, confidentiality of responses
was assured, and subordinates returned their questionnaires directly to the researchers.
Using the PSAW Statistics 18-program, the researchers found that between
genders, thinking preferences were statistically significant (c2 = 35,720, df = 1, p <
.001); they were described among men (82 percent) more than women (56 percent).
Additionally, more feeling types were reported among female (44 percent) than among
male (18 percent) leaders. Further, women considered themselves to be more enabling
and rewarding while men saw themselves as more challenging; subordinate views
remained consistent with these findings. According to Eagly et al., the gender-centered
perspective indicates that women develop a feminine style of leadership while men adopt
a masculine style of leadership (1992). Social role theory posits that individuals will
behave according to the expectations of traditional gender roles, and the structural
perspective highlights that an organization’s expectations will dictate how people will
behave with no effect from gender. Overall, Brandt and Laiho’s findings indicate “that
both gender and personality have an impact on leadership behavior, and accordingly this
study supported previous studies stating that there are differences in leadership according
to gender” (2013, p. 57).
Paustian-Underdahl, Walker, and Woehr (2014) tackle the recent, arguably
simplistic, debate that there is a potential existence of a female leadership advantage.
The authors performed a meta-analysis – a statistical analysis that combined the results of
95 scientific studies; they examined 99 effect sizes from 58 journal publications, 30
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unpublished dissertations or theses, 5 books, and 6 other sources. The studies analyzed
were conducted between 1962 and 2011 and had sample sizes that ranged from 10 to
60,470 leaders with the mean sample size being 1,011 leaders. Since the authors contend
that there has been a decrease in the perceived incongruity between women and
leadership, the purpose of their study was to show that there is a nonsignificant gender
difference in leadership effectiveness.
The article states that despite evidence concluding that men are perceived as more
appropriate and effective leaders, there is some popular recent literature that purports,
“women actually make better leaders, and are more suited to the style of leadership
needed today in organizations” (Williams, 2012, p.1) This supposed ‘female advantage’
stems from the idea that “women are more likely than men to adopt collaborative and
empowering leadership styles, while men are disadvantaged because their leadership
styles include more command-and-control behaviors and the assertion of power”
(Paustian-Underdahl, Walker, & Woehr, 2014, p. 1). With this, the authors sought to
expand on earlier meta-analysis research, extend Role Congruity Theory (RCT - a theory
that a group will be positively evaluated when its characteristics are recognized as
aligning with that group’s social roles), and address the importance of self-reported and
other-reported leadership effectiveness.
The authors created six hypotheses on the following moderators: time of study,
type of organization, hierarchical level, study setting, percent of male raters, and rating
source. Overall, the findings show that there was not a significant gender difference in
perceived leadership effectiveness. There were no significant differences across time
periods or across study settings. Women were rated as more effective in middle

25
management positions, but there were no gender differences in lower or higher level
positions. When analyzing results for the percent of male raters, gender differences were
small in gender balanced groups. In male dominated groups, men were not seen as more
effective leaders than women. Men did rate themselves as significantly more effective
than women rated themselves, thus showing a difference between self-evaluation
between genders. Finally, “women were rated as significantly more effective than men in
business; men were rated as more effective in government organizations” (p. 9). In
conclusion, the meta-analysis contributes to the discussion that when reviewing all
contexts of leadership, there is a nonsignificant relationship between gender and
leadership effectiveness. Nevertheless, this article had some limitations and recognized
areas where further research could be helpful for analysis. In some instances, low sample
sizes could contribute to the nonsignificance between gender and perceived leadership
effectiveness.
Robinson, Shakeshaft, Grogan, and Newcomb (2017) report on the findings from
the American Association of School Administrators (AASA) 2015 Mid-Decade Survey.
The AASA has conducted regular surveys about the position of superintendent since the
early twentieth century. The 2015 survey used fifty items to collect data that were
relevant to the gender of respondents. Out of a random sample of 9000 superintendents,
845 respondents identified their gender. The authors note that the response rate was low
and because they were not involved in the distribution of the survey, they could not
determine generalizability through non-response bias tests. The authors used chi-square
tests, correlation, t-tests, and ANOVA to analyze the data from the AASA responses for
gender-specific differences in leadership and its context.
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The article reviewed the history of the representation of women in the
superintendency, career paths and time prior to the superintendency, district
demographics, barriers and challenges, school board relationships, leaving the
superintendency, and women’s perspectives on leadership. Generally, the research
showed, “the profile of women superintendents are becoming more like their male
counterparts” (Robinson et al., 2017, p. 1). Men and women are both less mobile, spend
about the same amount of time in the classroom, experience stress similarly, and receive
mentoring. Little data support the belief that women are limited by family circumstance,
and there are a variety of paths to attain the position of superintendent. There is
statistical significance indicating that men enter the superintendency at a younger age
than women (43 versus 47 years of age) and are also more likely to remain in the role of
superintendent for longer than women (10 versus 7 years) (p. 3).
Despite all of this, the survey revealed many significant differences - men are still
four times more likely than women to serve in the position of superintendent in a field
where 75% of teachers are female. Just 26.8 percent of superintendents in the survey
were female. Further, Table 4 showed that more than fifty percent of female
superintendents believe they were hired for their administrative experience and to bring
expertise in curriculum and instruction whereas thirty-one percent of male
superintendents believe their personal characteristics played the biggest role in their hire.
The survey also found that white women are still more likely to be hired in smaller
districts than white men, and women are more likely to be hired from within their own
districts as compared to men. According to Robinson et al. (2017), this last point “may
indicate that school boards are more willing to take a chance on an unknown male
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candidate than an unknown female candidate” (p. 3) or it may indicate that it is easier for
a female to attain a leadership position in a district where she has proved her worth.
Women of color, which represent just 2.2 percent of superintendents, are more likely to
lead majority-minority districts. The survey brings to light a concerning issue- “women
are still acutely underrepresented in the superintendency and women of color are
extremely rare” (p. 10).
However, this survey relied on a representative sample of superintendents. As
such, the response rate was low and there was no test for possible bias. Therefore, the
survey’s findings are unclear. Not since 2005 was a comprehensive survey of the entire
population of women superintendents conducted. Further, 72 of the 86 works referenced
were over ten years old. Certainly, the findings themselves were recent, but the age of so
much of the research referenced should cause the reader to pause. Perhaps the lack of
recent articles suggests that people are tired of reading or writing about gender inequality
in the workplace. Or perhaps researchers believe that gender inequalities have dissipated
so much that this is a topic of little interest.
Leadership Styles
In an effort to narrow down the various possibilities for leadership styles, the
researcher utilized Bass and Avolio’s Multifactor Leadership model which identifies
three main leadership styles – transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire. The
instrument, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), developed by Bass and
Avolio (2000), measures the three aforementioned aspects of leadership as well as three
outcomes of leadership – effectiveness, extra-effort, and satisfaction. A brief summary of
each leadership style follows:
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Transformational Leadership
Often when people are asked to define leaders who have positively influenced
them in some way, the following transformational characteristics were described:
“inspirational, intellectually stimulating, challenging, visionary, development oriented,
and determined to maximize performance” (Bass & Avolio, 2004, p. 4). According to
Burns (1978), the transformational leader “is concerned with the development of the
individual and recognizes and looks for potential motives in followers, seeks to satisfy
higher needs, and engages the full person of the follower” (p. 4). Thus, transformational
leaders seek to build the skills of individuals so that those subordinates can develop into
leaders. These transformational leaders want to foster trust and respect, and they
encourage “others to both develop and perform beyond standard expectations” (p. 19).
Transactional Leadership
Transactional leaders focus primarily on the day to day operations by
implementing clear structured processes that will help followers achieve goals.
According to Bass and Avolio (2004), “transactional leadership is supplemented by
working with individuals and/or groups, setting up and defining agreements or contracts
to achieve specific work objectives, discovering individuals’ capabilities, and specifying
the compensation and rewards that can be expected upon successful completion of the
tasks” (p. 3). However, in the passive form of this leadership style, a leader will wait for
a mistake to happen before he or she attempts to take action.
Laissez-faire Leadership
Just as the French term, laissez-faire, means leave alone or let do, laissez-faire
leaders take a hands-off approach, offer little guidance, and allow the group to make
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decisions on its own. Laissez-faire leaders, “avoid getting involved when important
issues arise,” are “absent when needed,” “avoid making decisions,” and “delay
responding to urgent questions” (Bass & Avolio, 2004, p. 105). This style of leadership
is often described as an avoidant or non-leadership style and researchers typically
associate negative connotations with it (Harland, Jones & Rieter-Palmon, 2005; Kurfi,
2009).
Effective Leadership
In Fiedler’s 1981 article, he discusses different factors that help to determine
leadership effectiveness. While it might be obvious, most leaders are judged based on
their ability to complete the work of his/her organization. Fiedler explains that neither
personality traits nor management approaches have identified successful leadership
performance, but through studies of military personnel, findings indicate “intellectual
abilities and experience do play an important part in leadership performance” (p. 630).
Further, organizational and situational factors are extremely important to understanding a
leader’s behavior and performance.
While Michael Fullan (2001) claims that there is a short supply of effective
leadership, there is no doubt that researchers will continue to study what makes a leader a
leader, and what makes him or her effective. Fullan contends, “the more complex society
gets, the more sophisticated leadership must become” (p. ix). Leaders must adapt to
changing times in order to be deemed effective. Schools and businesses “both must
become learning organizations or they will fail to survive. Thus, leaders in business and
education face similar challenges – how to cultivate and sustain learning under conditions

30
of complex, rapid change” (p.xi). If a leader can do this, chances are he or she will be
considered effective.
The purpose of the quantitative correlational research study by Weinberger (2009)
was to investigate the relationship between emotional intelligence, leadership style, and
leadership effectiveness. The sample for this study consisted of 151 managers (27
females, 124 males) from a Midwestern based manufacturing company who each had
more than three subordinates directly reporting to the leader. Each manager was
administered the Mayer Salovey Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) to
measure the variable of emotional intelligence. The Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ5x; Bass & Avolio, 2000) was administered to the 1,165
subordinates of the managers; 791 completed surveys were returned. This instrument
was used to measure the variable of transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
leadership styles with additional reports in the areas of extra effort, satisfaction with the
leader, and leader effectiveness.
Overall, Weinberger (2009) found no significant relationships when she compared
the data within dimensions of emotional intelligence and components of transformational
leadership. Further, the findings of this study indicated that “the ability perspective of
emotional intelligence does not have any relationship to perceptions of leadership style”
(p. 765). Similarly, the study found no relationship between transactional leadership and
emotional intelligence or laissez-faire leadership and emotional intelligence.
In a study conducted by Odhiambo and Hii (2012), the researchers sought to find
key stakeholders’ perceptions of effective school leadership. The qualitative case study
used semi-structured interviews with teachers, students, and parents from a Catholic
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school in Sydney, Australia. The all-girls Catholic school of 800 students from grades 7
– 12 was a purposive sample that was selected because the female principal “had been
identified by independent review and renewal reports by the Catholic Education Office
… and by peers as an effective school leader” (p. 234). In total, 26 teachers, 12 students,
and 12 parents were interviewed for this study.
Through the researchers’ data analysis, five key themes emerged –administration;
instruction leadership; internal and external relations; the challenging for school leaders;
and the role of the principal in religious leadership and organizational management.
Teacher job satisfaction was greatly influenced by how effective they believed the
principal to be. Further, effective school leadership is highly regarded by the school
community. All stakeholders expressed the importance of the principal having positive
working relationships with teachers and students, and they felt trust is crucial to
meaningful and successful collaboration. Further, clear communication of the principal’s
vision is also necessary for the leader to carry out responsibilities effectively. While this
is a qualitative study that clearly had limitations specifically with regards to data
collection and analysis, it does highlight the topic of the perceptions of beneficiaries on
school leaders.
The foundation of a study by Helms (2012) was to “investigate the relationship
between the principals’ self-reported leadership behaviors and the teachers’ perceptions
of the principals’ leadership behaviors” (p. v). As such, this dissertation addressed an
important problem since effective leadership is essential to schools functioning at optimal
levels. Within the literature review, the researcher includes information on effective
leadership, principalship requirements, teachers’ perspectives on leadership behaviors,
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and the five subgroups of the instrument used that are known as the Five Practices of
Exemplary Leadership.
While this is simply a dissertation, the most important focus of Helms’ study is on
the relationship between principals’ perceptions of leadership behaviors and their
teachers’ perceptions. The findings indicate, “the teachers at the elementary level
perceived their principals’ leadership behaviors in almost exactly the same way their
principals perceived their own behavior. The secondary teachers perceived their
principals in a more positive light, actually rating them higher than did the principals
themselves” (Helms, 2012, p. 128). Further, the study finds older principals were
perceived as less likely to display exemplary leadership behaviors as compared to
younger principals.
In Martin’s 2009 study entitled, “The Relationship Between the Leadership Styles
of Principals and School Culture,” the researcher explains how important a school’s
culture is to the faculty and students who walk through the halls each day. She identifies
the school principal as the person most responsible for shaping school culture. As such,
Martin (2009) declares that the purpose of this study “was to examine the relationship
between the leadership style of principals and school culture as perceived by faculty” (p.
12). The researcher conducted a quantitative study collecting data using the School
Culture Survey completed by 250 teachers from 50 elementary, middle, and high schools
in five districts in Georgia. Further, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire was used
to classify the leadership styles of the principals.
Martin (2009) found that a “relationship exists between the leadership styles of
principals and school culture” (p. 98). All the factors of transformational leadership were
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moderately or strongly correlated with the collaborative leadership school culture
subscale: idealized attributes (.595), idealized behaviors (.574), inspirational motivation
(.578), intellectual stimulation (.680), individualized consideration (.604). From the
researcher’s literature review and the findings from this data set, Martin concluded, “the
behaviors of transformational leaders are aligned to the characteristics that are needed to
create and maintain schools that have strong, healthy cultures (p. 97). On the other hand,
the laissez-faire leadership style was negatively correlated with the factors of school
culture based on the results of Martin’s study. As a result, leaders who want to create
strong, positive cultures should employ transformational leadership behaviors rather than
laissez-faire leadership behaviors while leading their school buildings.
Leadership and Educational Level
While the role of principal exists at both elementary and secondary levels, there is
research that suggests different approaches may be necessary to improve effectiveness
based on the educational level of a school. In a study by Firestone and Herriott (1982),
the researchers visited a random sample of elementary and secondary schools in
southeastern Pennsylvania and compiled data from a teacher survey. Of the 50 schools
that spanned diverse urbanicities, 27 were elementary schools and 23 were secondary
schools.
Some of the main findings of the study indicated that features that characterize
effective schools were significantly less prevalent at the secondary level than at the
elementary level. For instance, agreement on instructional goals especially with regards
to basic skills was ranked as more important in elementary schools at 44 percent versus
30 percent at the secondary level. Additional factors that limit the principal’s influence at
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the secondary level were the size of the staff and the various departments in the school.
Since there are more departmental experts and a greater number of teachers at the
secondary level, there is less direct principal influence on instruction and there are fewer
possible interactions with the principal.
As such, Firestone and Herriott contend that we should differentiate how we think
about leveled leadership and “it may be more useful to think of the professional staff of
an elementary school as approximating a work group and that of a secondary school as
members of a complex organization” (p. 53). Through this lens, principals at the
different educational levels perform different jobs - elementary school principals focus
much more on day to day tasks and communicates frequently with staff while the
secondary school principal must learn to delegate effectively to those who help lead the
school building.
The purpose of a study by Peterson et al. (2017) is to evaluate how the different
variables of servant leadership impact teachers’ perceptions on their elementary building
principal’s wisdom. The authors contend that principals who are considered wise can
positively impact schools through informed decision-making, improved hiring practices,
and, while indirect, student achievement.
Derived from a larger study by Zahn (2011), Peterson et al. gathered survey
responses from one hundred and sixty two teachers for a thirty-six item interest
questionnaire. The participants from southern counties in New York represented fifteen
moderate-need elementary schools. Using SPSS to analyze the data, Peterson et al. found
altruistic calling to be a mediator variable which predicts principal wisdom. The
researchers performed two multiple regressions – one that found “Altruistic Calling (R2 =
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66.9%) was influenced by Team Learning (b = 0.168) and Emotional Healing
(b = 0.750)” (p. 46). Further, persuasive mapping, organizational stewardship and
altruistic calling influenced wisdom with an effect size of 81.4% determined from the
multiple regression analysis. Finally, the data shows that organizational stewardship has
the greatest influence on Wisdom (b = 0.424). The findings from this study can be used
in educational leadership programs with specific focus on hiring practices as well as for
professional development opportunities for an existing teaching staff. A servant leader
whose teachers perceive as wise can have a major impact on all the stakeholders in the
school as well as on the school’s culture and climate.
A qualitative study of 25 elementary school principals by Muse and Abrams
(2011) sought to examine the leadership and management experiences of leaders in the
central Virginia area of the United States. To triangulate across data sources, the
researchers’ methods included face to face interviews that were then transcribed, a oneday activity log provided by the building principals, and a school mission statement. The
researchers also maintained reflective logs and researcher memos while collecting data
on the twenty female and five male elementary principal participants from three diverse
demographic school divisions in Virginia. The participants ranged in experience in
education from nine to thirty-four years and in administrative experience from three to
twenty-two years. The researchers developed an interview protocol based on the 2008
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards which are considered
to be a new framework for principals to consider their role as a leader and as a manager.
Overall, the findings from this study were broken into the following emergent
themes: the role of the principal, job requirements, aspects of instructional leadership,
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and setting of priorities. Approximately 40% of participants mentioned that they lead by
example, 32% of the principals discussed the importance of relationships, and 60% of the
participants felt that their faculty respected their leadership. While 48% of principals
desired to be more of an instructional leader, 60% expressed frustration over spending
more time on managerial tasks. Further, 60% of the participants highlighted the
importance of shared leadership. Since there are increasing demands on the role of the
principal, the researchers discuss how prioritization of job responsibilities, balancing
responsibilities, greater support systems are all necessary for principal success. These
findings can be connected to the results in the present study especially with regards to
leadership practices and priorities.
Conclusion
The present research extended the existing literature about gender and leadership.
This study also intended to address a gap existing in the literature today by providing a
more informed link between the theory and practice of the relationship between
leadership style and perceived leadership effectiveness. Finally, the findings of this study
also extended some of the limited research on the principalship at different educational
levels.
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CHAPTER 3
Method
Introduction
In this chapter, the researcher reviews in detail the methods and procedures that
were followed to conduct this study on teachers’ perceptions on their principal’s
leadership style and effectiveness. Up to this point, the purpose of the study has been
shared, the theoretical and conceptual frameworks provide context, and the literature
review presented relevant research about the topics that were addressed. The next few
sections more directly explain the research design, procedures, sample, and
instrumentation that were used for this particular study.

Methods and Procedures
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The following research questions were explored through this quantitative study
and the corresponding hypotheses have also been indicated below:
Research Question 1
Will there be a significant difference in the leadership style of building principals as rated
by their teachers by gender of the principal and/or the educational level of the school
building?
Research Question 2
Is the perceived effectiveness of building principals as rated by their teachers explained
by the gender of the principal, the leadership style of the principal, and/or the educational
level of the school building?
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Research Question 3
Is there a statistically significant difference between the perceptions about leadership
style and effectiveness between the principal participants and the teacher raters?
Hypotheses
H01
There is no statistically significant difference in the leadership style of building principals
as rated by their teachers based on gender and/or the educational level of the school
building.
H11
There is a statistically significant difference in the leadership style of building principals
as rated by their teachers based on gender and/or the educational level of the school
building.
H02
There is no statistically significant difference in the perceived effectiveness of building
principals as rated by their teachers based on gender, leadership style, and/or the
educational level of the school building.
H12
There is a statistically significant difference in the perceived effectiveness of building
principals as rated by their teachers based on gender, leadership style, and/or the
educational level of the school building.
H03
There is no statistically significant difference between the perceptions about leadership
style and effectiveness between the principal participants and the teacher raters?
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H13
There is a statistically significant difference between the perceptions about leadership
style and effectiveness between the principal participants and the teacher raters?
Research Design and Data Analysis
As mentioned earlier, the research design was an ex-post facto quantitative
research study where group comparisons were conducted based on cross-sectional survey
responses. Descriptive statistics were computed on the demographic data obtained, twoway Analysis of Variance tests with Post hoc tests were run when appropriate to
understand if there was any significant relationship between gender and educational level
and leadership styles or between leadership style, gender, and/or school type, and the
perceived effectiveness of the building principal. Further, an Independent Samples t-test
was run to determine if there were statistically significant differences between teachers’
perceptions and principal’s self-perceptions on principal effectiveness.
Data were collected via a web-based survey entitled the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ) that remained confidential. In order to obtain a sampling of
participants, an email was first sent to the principals of all Long Island schools to explain
the study and obtain formal consent from possible participants. Once the building
principal participants consented to inclusion in the study, an introductory email was sent
to the faculty of the building principals that detailed the purpose of the study, ensured
confidentiality, presented a consent form, and the electronic link to the MLQ- Rater Form
(Bass & Avolio, 2004). The building principals and faculty members were given a two
week window to complete the questionnaire. The researcher sent two reminder emails
before the two-week window closed – one email sent a week before the window closed
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and the other email sent one day before the window closed. As per the MLQ, a minimum
of five faculty members were needed per principal participant in order to obtain
statistically significant data evaluating the effectiveness of the building principal. The
principals completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Leader Form while the
teachers completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Rater Form. The online
platform through the publishing company for the MLQ linked teacher rater forms to the
leader he or she evaluated.
The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to run statistical tests
on the data obtained from the MLQ instrument. Data analysis was reported with
descriptive statistics and explanation of results was discussed by research question.
RQ1: Will there be a significant difference in the leadership style of building principals
as rated by their teachers by gender of the principal and/or the educational level of the
school building?
A two way analysis of variance test was computed to determine if there were
significant differences in mean scores on the dependent variable across two or more
groups. In this case, the dependent variable was leadership style and the independent
variables were gender and educational level of the school building. The null and
alternative hypotheses were as follows: H0: μ1 section 1 = μ2 section 2 = μ3 section 3
(Leadership styles: transformational, transactional, laissez-faire); and H1: not H0. Based
on the findings, if there is a statistically significant result between gender and any
leadership style or between educational level of the school building and principal
leadership style, the researcher used SPSS to conduct post hoc comparison tests. The
pairwise comparisons helped the researcher determine if the mean score for different
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gendered building principals or different school building educational levels and particular
leadership styles were significantly different.
RQ2: Is the perceived effectiveness of building principals as rated by their teachers
explained by the gender of the principal, the leadership style of the principal, and/or the
educational level of the school building?
Since the researcher wanted to establish if there were possible connections
between the perceived effectiveness of building principals and the gender of those
leaders, the leadership style, and/or the educational level of the school building, the
researcher planned to run a factorial ANOVA to analyze the differences on the dependent
variable – perceived effectiveness and the three discrete grouping variables – gender,
leadership style, educational level of school building. However, due to the fact that all
but one participant fell within the transformational leadership style, the statistical tests
that were run and data analysis for this research question changed. A two-way ANOVA
was conducted to examine the effect of gender and school type on effectiveness for those
principals who identified as transformational.
RQ3: Is there a statistically significant difference between the perceptions about
leadership style and effectiveness between the principal participants and the teacher
raters?
For this research question, an independent samples t-test helped the researcher to
determine if there was a statistically significant difference between the means in two
unrelated groups. In this case, the independent samples t-test was run to determine if
there were differences in the perception of effectiveness between principal and teacher
raters to reveal if an association exists between the two variables.
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Reliability and Validity of the Research Design
Any research study has the potential for statistical, internal, and external threats to
the reliability, validity, or trustworthiness of the research design. Quantitative research
design typically requires a large sample size in order to generalize to the population. In
this particular study, low sample size of principals presented a threat to statistical and
external validity since the insufficient test statistics impacted the ability to generalize
from the sample to the population. Further, there were violated assumptions of statistical
tests, especially since there was an unequal number of principal participants across
genders and school types.
As a result of the web-based instrument, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ), there were some threats to internal validity through the data collection process
for this study. While the researcher was able to enter the email addresses for the
principal participants into the MLQ online platform, the principal had to provide email
addresses of the teacher participants if they were not listed on the school’s public
website. Because of this, there was some limited communication between the researcher
and the full faculty to obtain teacher participants. This made it difficult to get a full
return rate on the MLQ from the teachers thus potentially losing subjects as a threat to
internal validity. Further, in these instances, the researcher had to rely on the principals’
choices for teacher participation and the principals’ communication about the study. As a
result, there was an internal threat of selection bias in the few cases where email
addresses were not public. In most instances, the researcher obtained full faculty email
lists from public websites which helped to minimize this threat to internal validity.
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The Sample and Population
For the purpose of this study, the target population was building principals who
hold an SDL/SBL certification from New York State and have at least five years’
experience at a suburban Long Island school district. Within Long Island, there are 125
school districts with more than 600 principals in Nassau and Suffolk Counties. To gather
data on the target population, the researcher procured a sampling of elementary and
secondary building principals from Nassau and Suffolk County school districts via email.
Table 3.1 details the number of principal participants by gender, experience level, type of
school, and their certification area when they taught.
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Table 3. 1
Number and Percent of Principal Participants by Gender, Experience Level, Type of
School, and Teacher Certification Area
Variable
Frequency
Percent
Gender
Male
25
65.8
Female
13
34.2
Total
38
100.0
Experience Level
0-5 yrs.
12
31.6
6-10 yrs
8
21.1
11-15 yrs.
9
23.7
16-20 yrs.
5
13.2
21-25 yrs.
2
5.3
26+ yrs.
2
5.3
Total
38
100.0
Type of School
Elementary
14
36.8
Secondary
24
63.2
Total
38
100.0
Certification Area
Business
3
7.9
Elementary Education
10
26.3
English as a New Language / World Languages
2
5.3
Music
2
5.3
Reading
2
5.3
Secondary English
5
13.2
Secondary Math
2
5.3
Secondary Science
3
7.9
Secondary Social Studies
7
18.4
Special Education
2
5.3
Total
38
100.0
Further, to obtain data on the perceived effectiveness of building principals, a
sampling of staff members was surveyed from each of the selected principals’ buildings.
The researcher attempted to retrieve questionnaires from at least five tenured or
untenured staff members from each principal’s building who hold a valid New York State
teaching certificate. On the following page, Table 3.2 reflects demographic information
about the teachers who participated in the study.
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Table 3. 2
Number of Teacher Participants by Gender, Experience Level, Hiring, Type of School,
and Certification Area
Variable
Frequency
Percent
Gender
Male
93
39.4
Female
142
60.2
Other
1
.4
Total
236
100.0
Experience Level
0-5 yrs
38
16.1
6-10 yrs.
25
10.6
11-15 yrs.
38
16.1
16-20 yrs.
58
24.6
21-25 yrs.
44
18.6
26+ yrs.
33
14.0
Total
236
100.0
Leader involved in hiring you
Yes
98
41.5
No
138
58.5
Total
236
100.0
Type of School
Elementary
72
30.5
Secondary
164
69.5
Total
236
100.0
Certification Area
Art
9
3.8
Business
3
1.3
Family & Consumer Science
2
.8
Health/Physical Education
6
2.5
Elementary Education
39
16.5
English as a New Language / World Languages
15
6.4
Music
8
3.4
Reading
9
3.8
Pupil Personnel Services
16
6.8
Secondary English
26
11.0
Secondary Math
12
5.1
Secondary Science
19
8.1
Secondary Social Studies
26
11.0
Special Education
40
16.9
Technology
2
.8
Library Science
4
1.7
Total
236
100.0
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Instrument
The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), developed by Bass and Avolio
(2004), measures aspects of leadership – transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
– as well as three outcomes of leadership – effectiveness, extra-effort, and satisfaction.
This instrument also has two versions – the rater form and the leader form. The rater
form asks employees to evaluate a leader’s behaviors whereas the leader form asks a
leader to self-assess his/her leadership behaviors. The MLQ consists of 45 items that
respondents answer using a five-point Likert scale that ranges from “not at all” to
“frequently, if not always.” The first 36 questions describe the three leadership styles and
the last nine questions measure the three outcomes of leadership. According to the
publisher, the survey is estimated to take approximately 10 minutes for a respondent to
complete. This instrument had an electronic option that the publisher maintained on an
online platform which subsequently provided the researcher with a CSV file of all the
data. The publishers of the MLQ also allow some personalization to the survey so that
researchers can add questions to help obtain additional information that is not included in
the questionnaire. For the purpose of this study, the researcher included a number of
demographic questions to help run the appropriate statistical tests to address the proposed
research questions (i.e. gender of participants, level of experience, educational level of
school building).
With regards to reliability and validity, the MLQ has been administered
extensively in leadership research. The instrument has been tested for content validity
through an evaluation by a leadership scholar panel and then several samples have been
tested to validate and then cross-validate the instrument. Avolio and Bass also conducted
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confirmatory factor analysis to test the factorial validity and convergent validity of the
survey. The MLQ rater form and subscales have all shown alpha reliability coefficients
above .73 (Bass & Avolio, 2004). Further, the Cronbach’s alpha scores were all above
.84 for the transformational leadership subscales.
The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) was sent to consenting building
principals who work in elementary and secondary schools in Nassau and Suffolk
Counties on Long Island. The ideal number of principal respondents was 40 – twenty
from elementary schools and 20 from secondary schools. Ultimately, the researcher was
able to gather completed surveys from 38 principals. Five additional principals
consented to participating in the study, but they did not complete the survey in the
suggested timeframe even with researcher emails asking if the principal was still
interested in participating. The rater version of the MLQ was then sent to teachers from
each of the principal participants’ schools – a total of 236 teachers responded to the
survey. In total, 274 participants completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(Leader or Rater form) for this study.
Procedures for Collecting Data
After obtaining Internal Review Board (IRB) approval from St. John’s University,
the researcher secured permissions to use the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire from
the publisher. Data were collected via a web-based survey entitled the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) and responses remained confidential. In order to obtain
a sampling of participants, an email was sent to principals on Long Island in both Nassau
and Suffolk counties. Once the building principal participants consented to inclusion in
the study, an introductory email was sent to the faculty of the building principals that
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detailed the purpose of the study, ensured confidentiality, presented a consent form and
the electronic link to the MLQ- Rater Form (Bass & Avolio, 2004). If it was not possible
to communicate directly with the faculty via email, the principals provided email
addresses for faculty members that could be contacted. The building principals and
faculty members were given a two week window to complete the questionnaire. The
researcher sent two reminder emails before the two-week window closed – one email was
sent a week before the window closed and the other email was sent one day before the
window closed. The principals completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
Leader Form while the teachers completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
Rater Form. As per the MLQ, a minimum of five faculty members were needed per
principal participant in order to obtain statistically significant data evaluating the
effectiveness of the building principal. If fewer than five faculty participants completed
the survey from any individual principal’s school, both the leader and rater data from that
school were excluded from data analysis.
After all the data were processed, the researcher received a Microsoft Excel CSV
file from the questionnaire publisher that was then exported into SPSS for statistical
analysis. Next, the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to run
statistical tests on the data obtained from the MLQ instrument. Data were reported with
descriptive statistics and explanation of results was discussed by research question.
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CHAPTER 4
Results
Introduction
The main purpose of this study was to analyze teachers’ perceptions on principal
effectiveness through leadership style, gender, and/or educational level of a school
building. Previous chapters have presented a review of literature to explore various
leadership styles and leadership effectiveness. In order to analyze data, the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to run statistical tests on the data obtained
from the instrument – the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Data analysis will be
reported first with an overview of descriptive statistics about the participants in the study
and then explanation of results will be discussed by research question below.
Results/Findings
Profile of the Participants, Descriptive Statistics
In this section, an overview of descriptive information of the participants will be
provided for the population sample. For the purpose of this study, the target population
was building principals who hold an SDL/SBL certification from New York State and
have at least five years’ experience at a suburban Long Island school district. Within
Long Island, there are 125 school districts with more than 600 principals in Nassau and
Suffolk Counties.
The principal participants in this study were comprised of 38 public school
elementary and secondary principals from Nassau and Suffolk Counties on Long Island.
All of the principal respondents completed the online Multifactor Leadership
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Questionnaire – Leader Form. Table 4.1 details the number of principal participants by
gender, experience level, type of school, and teacher certification area.
Table 4. 1
Number and Percent of Principal Participants by Gender, Experience Level, Type of
School, and Teacher Certification Area
Variable
Frequency
Percent
Gender
Male
25
65.8
Female
13
34.2
Total
38
100.0
Experience Level
0-5 yrs.
12
31.6
6-10 yrs
8
21.1
11-15 yrs.
9
23.7
16-20 yrs.
5
13.2
21-25 yrs.
2
5.3
26+ yrs.
2
5.3
Total
38
100.0
Type of School
Elementary
14
36.8
Secondary
24
63.2
Total
38
100.0
Certification Area
Business
3
7.9
Elementary Education
10
26.3
English as a New Language / World Languages
2
5.3
Music
2
5.3
Reading
2
5.3
Secondary English
5
13.2
Secondary Math
2
5.3
Secondary Science
3
7.9
Secondary Social Studies
7
18.4
Special Education
2
5.3
Total
38
100.0
With regards to years of experience as a principal, data from this sample of 38
principal participants indicates that 52.4 percent of the respondents had 10 or less years
of experience as a building principal, of which 31.6 percent have been principals for 5
years or less. In comparison, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
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Education Statistics Schools and Staffing Survey (2012) data show that the national
average years of experience for principals is 7.2 years.
Further, to obtain data on the perceived effectiveness of building principals, a
sampling of staff members was surveyed from each of the selected principals’ buildings.
The researcher attempted to retrieve questionnaires from at least five tenured or
untenured staff members from each principal’s building who hold a valid New York State
teaching certificate. The rater version of the MLQ was sent to teachers from each of the
principal participants’ schools – a total of 236 teachers responded to the survey. In total,
274 participants completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Leader or Rater
form) for this study. On the following page, Table 4.2 reflects demographic information
about the teachers who participated in the study.
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Table 4. 2
Number of Teacher Participants by Gender, Experience Level, Hiring, Type of School,
and Certification Area
Variable
Frequency
Percent
Gender
Male
93
39.4
Female
142
60.2
Other
1
.4
Total
236
100.0
Experience Level
0-5 yrs
38
16.1
6-10 yrs.
25
10.6
11-15 yrs.
38
16.1
16-20 yrs.
58
24.6
21-25 yrs.
44
18.6
26+ yrs.
33
14.0
Total
236
100.0
Leader involved in hiring you
Yes
98
41.5
No
138
58.5
Total
236
100.0
Type of School
Elementary
72
30.5
Secondary
164
69.5
Total
236
100.0
Certification Area
Art
9
3.8
Business
3
1.3
Family & Consumer Science
2
.8
Health/Physical Education
6
2.5
Elementary Education
39
16.5
English as a New Language / World Languages
15
6.4
Music
8
3.4
Reading
9
3.8
Pupil Personnel Services
16
6.8
Secondary English
26
11.0
Secondary Math
12
5.1
Secondary Science
19
8.1
Secondary Social Studies
26
11.0
Special Education
40
16.9
Technology
2
.8
Library Science
4
1.7
Total
236
100.0
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Table 4.2 visually details that the percentage of female teacher raters (60.2%) was
greater than the percentage of male teacher raters (39.4%). More than half – 57.2 percent
– of the teacher participants had 16 or more years of experience, and a greater
number/percentage of teacher participants responded from secondary schools (164 /
69.5% than from elementary schools (72 / 30.5%).
Research Question 1
SPSS was used to analyze whether there was an interaction between the
independent variables – gender and education level of a school building – on the
continuous dependent variable – leadership style to address the following research
question:
Will there be a significant difference in the leadership style of building principals
as rated by their teachers by gender of the principal and/or the educational level of the
school building?
While there were no statistically significant interaction effects, there were some
statistically significant simple main effects which are summarized below and then
discussed in greater detail on the following pages. For instance, pairwise comparisons
indicated that female principals at the elementary level were considered significantly
more transformational than male principals. Further, on both educational levels, teachers
perceived their male principals to exhibit more laissez-faire leadership behaviors.
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Transformational Leadership
Figure 4. 1
Boxplot of Mean Transformational Scores for Male Elementary Principals as Rated by
Teachers

Figure 4. 2
Boxplot of Mean Transformational Scores for Male Secondary Principals as Rated by
Teachers
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Figure 4. 3
Boxplot of Mean Transformational Scores for Female Elementary Principals as Rated by
Teachers

Figure 4. 4
Boxplot of Mean Transformational Scores for Female Secondary Principals as Rated by
Teachers
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Transformational mean scores for principals and teachers were not normally
distributed, as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p < .05). Ultimately, the violation
was included since it was decided that the two-way ANOVA was robust enough to
handle the non-normality. There were outliers in the data, as assessed by inspection of
the boxplots above - Figures 4.1 – 4.4, but after the two-way ANOVA was run with and
without them, the results were the same; it was determined that the outliers did not
significantly impact the outcome of the findings and so they were included in the results
below.
Figure 4. 5
Profile Plot of Mean Transformational Scores by School Type
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Figure 4. 6
Profile Plot of Mean Transformational Scores by Gender

Table 4. 3
Descriptive Statistics of Mean Transformational Scores for Principal
Participants as Rated by Teachers
Dependent Variable: Mean Transformational
Std.
Principal Gender SchoolType
Mean
Deviation
N
Male
Elementary
3.4043
.50808
35
Secondary
3.3428
.56507
125
Total
3.3563
.55215
160
Female
Elementary
3.7162
.27615
37
Secondary
3.4731
.72210
39
Total
3.5914
.56192
76
Total
Elementary
3.5646
.43236
72
Secondary
3.3738
.60627
164
Total
3.4320
.56496
236
Analysis of descriptive statistics in Table 4.3 shows that mean scores on the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) surveying the transformational leadership
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style for elementary schools were higher among female principals than among male
principals; the same is true when comparing means scores across genders for secondary
schools. Figure 4.5, the Profile Plot, demonstrates that female principals in both
elementary and in secondary school buildings had higher mean scores on the questions
pertaining to transformational leadership style, thus indicating female principals were
perceived as more transformational than male principals regardless of educational level
of a school.
Table 4. 4
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Mean Transformational Scores
Dependent Variable: Mean Transformational
Type III Sum
Mean
Source
of Squares
df
Square
F
Sig.
a
Corrected Model
4.076
3
1.359
4.444 .005
Intercept
2176.421
1 2176.421 7118.715 .000
PrincipalGender
2.191
1
2.191
7.167 .008
SchoolType
1.040
1
1.040
3.401 .066
PrincipalGender
.370
1
.370
1.209 .273
* SchoolType
Error
70.930 232
.306
Total
2854.748 236
Corrected Total
75.006 235
a. R Squared = .054 (Adjusted R Squared = .042)

Partial Eta
Squared
.054
.968
.030
.014
.005

A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was conducted that examined the
effect of principal gender and type of a school on transformational leadership style. The
gender variable included two levels (male and female) and the school type variable
consisted of two levels (elementary and secondary). The assumption of homogeneity of
variances was tested and satisfied based on Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances,
F(3, 232) = 2.41, p = .067. Because p = .067 and is greater than a =.05 we fail to reject
the null hypothesis of equal variances. Further, Table 4.4 indicates that there was not a
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statistically significant interaction between the effects of principal gender and school type
for the transformational leadership style, F(1, 232) = .370, p = .273. Since there was not
a significant main effect between the independent variables on the dependent variable,
the researcher ran a simple main effect test to determine if there were any statistically
significant simple main effects.
Table 4. 5
Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Transformational Scores by School Type
Dependent Variable: Mean Transformational
95% Confidence
Interval
Mean
(I) Principal (J) Principal Difference Std.
Lower
Upper
Gender
b
SchoolType Gender
(I-J)
Error Sig. Bound Bound
Elementary Male
Female
-.312*
.130 .018 -.569
-.055
Female
Male
.312*
.130 .018
.055
.569
Secondary Male
Female
-.130
.101 .200 -.330
.070
Female
Male
.130
.101 .200 -.070
.330
Based on estimated marginal means.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
Table 4. 6
Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Transformational Scores by Gender
Dependent Variable: Mean Transformational

Mean
Principal
Difference
Gender
(I) SchoolType (J) SchoolType
(I-J)
Male
Elementary
Secondary
.061
Secondary
Elementary
-.061
Female
Elementary
Secondary
.243
Secondary
Elementary
-.243
Based on estimated marginal means.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.

Std.
Error Sig.b
.106 .561
.106 .561
.127 .057
.127 .057

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
-.147
.270
-.270
.147
-.007
.493
-.493
.007
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Simple main effects analysis showed that female principals at the elementary
level were considered significantly more transformational than male principals at the
elementary level (p = .018), but there were no statistically significant differences on
transformational leadership mean scores between the gender of principals on the
secondary level (p = .20). Specifically, there was a statistically significant
transformational mean score difference at the elementary school levels between males
and females with female principals having higher scores in transformational leadership as
indicated by the negative mean difference (-.31) in Table 4.5. At the secondary level,
female principals did have higher transformational values than males as the mean
difference = .130, but they were not statistically significant (p = .20).
Table 4.6 demonstrates the mean difference (MD = .06) in transformational scores
for male principals between elementary and secondary schools, but it was not at a
statistically significant level (p = .56). Further, while the mean transformational scores
for female principals at elementary schools was higher than the mean transformational
scores for female principals at secondary schools, the levels were not statistically
significant (MD = .243, p = .06).
Transactional Leadership
Table 4. 7
Tests of Normality for Transactional Mean Scores
KolmogrovSmirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

Principal
Gender School Type
Statistic Df Sig. Statistic Df Sig.
Male
Elementary Residual for Mean_Trans
.198 35 .001
.911 35 .008
Secondary Residual for Mean_Trans
.129 125 .000
.953 125 .000
Female Elementary Residual for Mean_Trans
.282 37 .000
.819 37 .000
Secondary Residual for Mean_Trans
.081 39 .200
.974 39 .508
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Figure 4. 7
Boxplot of Mean Transactional Scores for Male Elementary Principals as Rated by
Teachers

Figure 4. 8
Boxplot of Mean Transactional Scores for Male Secondary Principals as Rated by
Teachers
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Figure 4. 9
Boxplot of Mean Transactional Scores for Female Elementary Principals as Rated by
Teachers

Figure 4. 10
Boxplot of Mean Transactional Scores for Female Secondary Principals as Rated by
Teachers
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The Shapiro-Wilk’s test indicated that the assumption of normality was not met
for the following cells: male elementary principals (p < .05), male secondary principals (p
< .05), and female elementary principals (p < .05), but it was met for female secondary
principals (p = .51). Ultimately, the violations were included since it was again decided
that the two-way ANOVA was robust enough to handle the non-normality. After
analyzing the boxplots above – Figures 4.7 and 4.9, it was determined that there were
outliers in the data that did change the results when the two-way ANOVA was run with
and without the values. The results changed from an insignificant main effect for gender
to a significant main effect for gender. Since removal of the outlier led to a significant
result, the researcher had to make a decision to either use the values, remove the outliers,
or transform the values. Ultimately, to avoid the potential of a Type I error by indicating
there was a significant difference when in fact there may not have been one, the
researcher decided to keep the values and risk making the more conservative Type II
error by indicating there is no main effect for gender.
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Figure 4. 11
Profile Plot of Mean Transactional Scores by School Type

Figure 4. 12
Profile Plot of Mean Transactional Scores by Gender
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Table 4. 8
Descriptive Statistics of Mean Transactional Scores for Principal
Participants as Rated by Teachers
Dependent Variable: Mean Transactional
Std.
PrincipalGender
SchoolType
Mean
Deviation
N
Male
Elementary
2.3929
.55418
35
Secondary
2.3320
.57416
125
Total
2.3453
.56869
160
Female
Elementary
2.3412
.56722
37
Secondary
2.2212
.67465
39
Total
2.2796
.62345
76
Total
Elementary
2.3663
.55757
72
Secondary
2.3056
.59928
164
Total
2.3242
.58636
236
Table 4.8 details the descriptive statistics for participants’ mean transactional
scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ). Mean transactional
leadership style scores for male elementary school principals was slightly higher than
among female elementary school principals. Additionally, the same was true when
comparing transactional mean scores across genders for secondary schools. Figures 4.11
and 4.12, the Profile Plots, demonstrate that male principals in both elementary and in
secondary school buildings had higher mean scores on the questions pertaining to
transactional leadership style.
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Table 4. 9
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Mean Transactional Scores
Dependent Variable: Mean Transactional
Type III Sum
Mean
Source
of Squares
df
Square
F
Corrected Model
.597
3
.199
.576
Intercept
966.529
1 966.529 2795.992
PrincipalGender
.296
1
.296
.856
SchoolType
.367
1
.367
1.061
PrincipalGender
.039
1
.039
.114
* SchoolType
Error
80.199 232
.346
Total
1355.594 236
Corrected Total
80.796 235
a. R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared = -.005)

Sig.
.631
.000
.356
.304
.736

Partial Eta
Squared
.007
.923
.004
.005
.000

A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was conducted that examined the
effect of principal gender and type of a school on transactional leadership style. The
gender variable included two levels (male and female) and the school type variable
consisted of two levels (elementary and secondary). The assumption of homogeneity of
variances was tested and satisfied based on Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances,
F(3, 232) = 1.26, p = .29. Because p = .29 and is greater than a =.05 we fail to reject the
null hypothesis of equal variances. Further, Table 4.9 indicates that there was not a
statistically significant interaction between the effects of principal gender and school type
for the transformational leadership style, F(1, 232) = .114, p = .74. Since p = .74 and was
greater than a = .05 the mean transactional scores for males and females in elementary
and secondary school did not differ significantly. Thus, one fails to reject the null
hypothesis. While there was not a significant main effect between the independent
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variables on the dependent variable, the researcher reviewed post hoc comparisons to
determine if there were any statistically significant simple main effects.
Table 4. 10
Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Transactional Scores by School Type
Dependent Variable: Mean Transactional
Mean
(J)
Principal
(I) Principal
Difference Std.
Gender
SchoolType Gender
(I-J)
Error Sig.b
Elementary Male
Female
.052
.139 .710
Female
Male
-.052
.139 .710
Secondary Male
Female
.111
.108 .305
Female
Male
-.111
.108 .305
Based on estimated marginal means.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
-.222
.325
-.325
.222
-.102
.323
-.323
.102

Table 4. 11
Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Transactional Scores by Gender
Dependent Variable: Mean Transactional
Mean
Principal
Difference Std.
Gender
(I) SchoolType (J) SchoolType
(I-J)
Error
Male
Elementary
Secondary
.061 .112
Secondary
Elementary
-.061 .112
Female
Elementary
Secondary
.120 .135
Secondary
Elementary
-.120 .135
Based on estimated marginal means.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.

Sig.b
.589
.589
.374
.374

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
-.161
.282
-.282
.161
-.146
.386
-.386
.146

Using pairwise comparisons, Table 4.10 indicates that the mean difference of
transactional scores for male principals in the elementary school compared to female
elementary principals (MD = .052) was not significantly different (p = .71). Further,
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male secondary principals also had slightly higher transactional mean scores than female
secondary principals, but the mean difference between the two (MD = .111) was also not
at a statistically significant level (p = .305).
Table 4.11 demonstrates the mean difference (MD = .06) in transactional scores
for male principals between elementary and secondary schools was not at a statistically
significant level (p = .59). Further, while the mean difference in transactional scores for
female principals at elementary schools was higher than the mean transactional scores for
female principals at secondary schools, the levels were also not statistically significant
(MD = .12, p = .37).
Laissez-Faire Leadership
Figure 4. 13
Boxplot of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores for Male Elementary Principals as Rated by
Teachers
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Figure 4. 14
Boxplot of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores for Male Secondary Principals as Rated by
Teachers

Figure 4. 15
Boxplot of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores for Female Elementary Principals as Rated by
Teachers
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Figure 4. 16
Boxplot of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores for Female Secondary Principals as Rated by
Teachers

Table 4. 12
Tests of Normality for Laissez-Faire Mean Scores
KolmogrovSmirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

Principal
Gender School Type
Statistic Df Sig. Statistic Df Sig.
Male
Elementary Residual for Pass_Mean
.221 35 .000
.818 35 .000
Secondary Residual for Pass_Mean
.192 125 .000
.801 125 .000
Female Elementary Residual for Pass_Mean
.235 37 .000
.847 37 .000
Secondary Residual for Pass_Mean
.217 39 .000
.870 39 .000
b. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Mean laissez-faire leadership scores for principals and teachers were not normally
distributed for all cells as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p < .05). Ultimately, the
violation was included since it was decided that the two-way ANOVA was robust enough
to handle the non-normality. While there were a few outliers in the data for males in this
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leadership style, they did not impact the results in any statistically significant way, so
they remained in the data.
Figure 4. 17
Profile Plot of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores by School Type

Figure 4. 18
Profile Plot of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores by Gender
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Table 4. 13
Descriptive Statistics of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores for Principal
Participants as Rated by Teachers
Dependent Variable: Mean Passive
Std.
PrincipalGender
SchoolType
Mean
Deviation
Male
Elementary
.5143
.40649
Secondary
.4100
.47162
Total
.4328
.45899
Female
Elementary
.2635
.27288
Secondary
.2051
.19127
Total
.2336
.23482
Total
Elementary
.3854
.36443
Secondary
.3613
.43057
Total
.3686
.41090

N
35
125
160
37
39
76
72
164
236

Analysis of descriptive statistics showed that mean scores on the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) surveying the laissez-faire or passive leadership style
for elementary schools were higher among male principals than among female
elementary school principals; the same was true when comparing means scores across
genders for secondary schools. Figure 4.18, the Profile Plot, demonstrates that male
principals in both elementary and in secondary school buildings had higher mean scores
on the questions pertaining to laissez-faire leadership style than female principals, thus
indicating male principals were perceived as more passive than female principals
regardless of the educational level of a school.

73

Table 4. 14
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores
Dependent Variable: Mean Passive
Type III
Sum of
Mean
Partial Eta
Source
Squares
df
Square
F
Sig.
Squared
a
Corrected Model
2.408
3
.803
4.996 .002
.061
Intercept
21.742
1
21.742
135.340 .000
.368
PrincipalGender
2.326
1
2.326
14.482 .000
.059
SchoolType
.297
1
.297
1.846 .176
.008
PrincipalGender *
.024
1
.024
.147 .702
.001
SchoolType
Error
37.270 232
.161
Total
71.750 236
Corrected Total
39.678 235
a. R Squared = .061 (Adjusted R Squared = .049)
A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was conducted that examined the
effect of principal gender and type of a school on laissez-faire leadership style. The
gender variable included two levels (male and female) and the school type variable
consisted of two levels (elementary and secondary). The assumption of homogeneity of
variances was tested and violated as assessed by Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances,
F(3, 232) = 6.124, p = .001. Because p = .001 and is less than a =.05, the null hypothesis
of equal variances is rejected. In order to deal with this violation, when evaluating the
results of the ANOVA, the researcher set a more stringent significance level of p < .01.
Table 4.14 indicates that there was not a statistically significant interaction between the
effects of principal gender and school type for the laissez-faire leadership style, F(1, 232)
= .147, p = .702. Since there was not a significant main effect between the independent
variables on the dependent variable, the simple main effect tests were run to determine if
there were any statistically significant simple main effects.
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Table 4. 15
Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores by School Type
Dependent Variable: Mean Passive
95% Confidence
Interval
Mean
(I) Principal (J) Principal Difference Std.
Lower Upper
SchoolType
Gender
Gender
(I-J)
Error Sig.b Bound Bound
Elementary
Male
Female
.251 .095 .009
.065
.437
Female
Male
-.251 .095 .009
-.437
-.065
Secondary
Male
Female
.205 .074 .006
.060
.350
Female
Male
-.205 .074 .006
-.350
-.060
Based on estimated marginal means.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.
Table 4. 16
Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Laissez-Faire Scores by Gender
Dependent Variable: Mean Passive

Mean
Principal
Difference Std.
Gender
(I) SchoolType (J) SchoolType
(I-J)
Error Sig.b
Male
Elementary
Secondary
.104 .077
.175
Secondary
Elementary
-.104 .077
.175
Female
Elementary
Secondary
.058 .092
.526
Secondary
Elementary
-.058 .092
.526
Based on estimated marginal means.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
-.047
.255
-.255
.047
-.123
.240
-.240
.123

Simple main effects analysis showed that there was a simple main effect for
gender on both elementary and secondary levels. The simple main effect of gender on
mean laissez-faire scores for principals on the elementary school level was statistically
significant, (F(1, 232) = 7.04, p = .009, hp2 = .029). The mean laissez-faire scores for
male elementary school principals was higher than among female elementary school
principals. Further, the simple main effect of gender on mean laissez-faire scores for
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principals at the secondary level was also statistically significant, (F(1, 232) = 7.77, p =
.006, hp2 = .032) and can be seen through the mean scores across genders for secondary
schools. Both findings indicate that teachers on both educational levels perceive their
male principals to exhibit more laissez-faire leadership behaviors.
Table 4.16 demonstrates the mean difference (MD = .104) in laissez-faire mean
scores for male principals between elementary and secondary schools, but it is not at a
statistically significant level (p = .18). Further, while the mean laissez-faire scores for
female principals at elementary schools was higher than the mean laissez-faire scores for
female principals at secondary schools, the levels were not statistically significant (MD =
.06, p = .53).
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Research Question 2
SPSS was used to calculate statistical data on the dependent variable of perceived
principal effectiveness as rated by teachers to examine the following research question:
Is the perceived effectiveness of building principals as rated by their teachers explained
by the gender of the principal, the leadership style of the principal, and/or the educational
level of the school building?
The tables and figures detailed below provide visual explanations of the output
followed by text based commentary. Unfortunately, leadership style could not be used as
an independent variable because the principal participants could not be classified into
distinct groups – only one principal would have been included in the transactional
leadership style group; all the rest were considered transformational. Regardless, a quick
summary of the findings for research question 2 indicated that there were no statistically
significant interaction effects. However, there was a statistically significant difference in
mean scores between elementary and secondary male principals. Teachers perceived
their male principals as more effective than secondary teachers perceived their male
principals.
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Figure 4. 19
Boxplot of Perceived Effectiveness Scores for Male Elementary School Principals as
Rated by Teachers

Figure 4. 20
Boxplot of Perceived Effectiveness Scores for Male Secondary School Principals as
Rated by Teachers
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Figure 4. 21
Boxplot of Perceived Effectiveness Scores for Female Elementary School Principals as
Rated by Teachers

Figure 4. 22
Boxplot of Perceived Effectiveness Scores for Female Elementary School Principals as
Rated by Teachers
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Table 4. 17
Tests of Normality for Mean Effectiveness Scores
KolmogrovSmirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

Principal
Gender School Type
Statistic Df Sig. Statistic Df Sig.
Male
Elementary Residual for IsProductive
.366 35 .000
.413 35 .000
EFF for teachers
Secondary Residual for IsProductive
.255 125 .000
.692 12 .000
EFF for teachers
5
Female Elementary Residual for IsProductive
.326 37 .000
.710 37 .000
EFF for teachers
Secondary Residual for IsProductive
.333 39 .000
.635 39 .000
EFF for teachers
c. Lilliefors Significance Correction

When analyzing Figures 4.19 through 4.22 above, it was evident that there were
outliers for males and females at both educational levels. As a result, the two-way
ANOVA was run with and without the outliers, and the results did not significantly
impact the findings. Therefore, the outlier values remained in the following test
computations. Further, Table 4.17 provided significant values for the Shapiro-Wilk’s test
that indicates the assumption of normality was not met for each cell. When reviewing the
z-scores to determine skewness, all cells were above the cutoff of +/- 3; however, all the
cells were similarly skewed for every possible combination of the independent variables.
Further, since the sample size for the study was not too small and the two-way ANOVA
was robust enough to handle the violation to the assumption of normality of the values,
the researcher continued with the data analysis.
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Table 4. 18
Descriptive Statistics for Mean Effectiveness Scores
Dependent Variable: IsProductive (Effective)
PrincipalGender
Male

Female

Total

SchoolType
Elementary
Secondary
Total
Elementary
Secondary
Total
Elementary
Secondary
Total

Mean
3.8229
3.4864
3.5600
3.8676
3.5667
3.7132
3.8458
3.5055
3.6093

Std.
Deviation
.47408
.78065
.73674
.18864
.75196
.57139
.35522
.77240
.69036

Table 4. 19
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Mean Effectiveness Scores
Dependent Variable: Is Productive (Effective)
Type III Sum
Mean
Source
of Squares
df
Square
F
Corrected Model
6.023
3
2.008
4.395
Intercept
2435.811
1 2435.811
5332.400
PrincipalGender
.175
1
.175
.383
SchoolType
4.552
1
4.552
9.965
PrincipalGender
.014
1
.014
.031
* SchoolType
Error
105.976
232
.457
Total
3186.420
236
Corrected Total
111.999
235
a. R Squared = .054 (Adjusted R Squared = .042)

N
35
125
160
37
39
76
72
164
236

Sig.
.005
.000
.537
.002
.860

Partial Eta
Squared
.054
.958
.002
.041
.000

A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was conducted that examined the
effect of principal gender and type of school on perceived effectiveness. The principal
gender variable included two levels (male and female) and the school type variable
consisted of two levels (elementary and secondary). The assumption of homogeneity of
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variances was tested and violated as assessed by Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances,
(F(3, 232) = 8.30, p < .01). Because p < .01, the null hypothesis of equal variances was
rejected. In order to deal with this violation, when evaluating the results of the ANOVA,
the researcher again set a more stringent significance level of p < .01. Table 4.19
indicates that there was not a statistically significant interaction between the effects of
principal gender and school type for perceived effectiveness F(1, 232) = .014, p = .86.
Since there was not a significant interaction between the independent variables on the
dependent variable, the simple main effect tests were run to determine if there were any
statistically significant simple main effects.

Table 4. 20
Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Effectiveness Scores by School Type
Dependent Variable: Is Productive (Effective)
(I)
Mean
Principal (J) Principal Difference Std.
SchoolType Gender
Gender
(I-J)
Error Sig.b
Elementary Male
Female
-.045
.159
.779
Female
Male
.045
.159
.779
Secondary Male
Female
-.080
.124
.518
Female
Male
.080
.124
.518
Based on estimated marginal means.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
-.359
.269
-.269
.359
-.325
.164
-.164
.325
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Table 4. 21
Univariate Tests of Mean Effectiveness Scores
Dependent Variable: Is Productive (Effective)
Partial
Eta
Sig.
Squared
.010
.028

Mean
Sum of Squares
df
Square
F
Male
Contrast 3.095
1 3.095 6.776
Error
105.976
232 .457
Female
Contrast 1.719
1 1.719 3.763
.054
.016
Error
105.976
232 .457
Each F tests the simple effects of SchoolType within each level combination of the other
effects shown. These tests are based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons
among the estimated marginal means.

Table 4. 22
Pairwise Comparisons of Mean Effectiveness Scores by Gender
Dependent Variable: Is Productive (Effective)
(J)
SchoolType
Principal
(I)
Mean
Std.
Gender
SchoolType
Difference (I-J) Error Sig.b
Male
Elementary Secondary
.336
.129
.010
Secondary Elementary
-.336
.129
.010
Female
Elementary Secondary
.301
.155
.054
Secondary Elementary
-.301
.155
.054
Based on estimated marginal means.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.
b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni.

95%
Confidence
Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
.082
.591
-.591 -.082
-.005
.607
-.607
.005

Simple main effects analysis showed that there was no statistically significant
difference in mean effectiveness scores between male principals and female principals at
the elementary level (F(1, 232) = .08, p = .78, hp2 = .000) or at the secondary level (F(1,
232) = .42, p = .52, hp2 = .002).
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When analyzing Table 4.21, there was a statistically significant difference in
mean effectiveness scores between elementary and secondary male principals (F(1, 232)
= 6.78, p = .01, hp2 = .028), thus indicating that teachers perceived their male elementary
principals as more effective than secondary school teachers perceived their male
principals’ effectiveness. Table 4.22 indicates that elementary teachers did rate their
female principals as more effective than secondary teachers did (MD = .301). However,
there was no significant difference for mean effectiveness scores between elementary and
secondary school levels for female principals (F(1, 232) = 3.76, p = .05 hp2 = .016).
Research Question 3
Finally, SPSS was used to determine if there were statistically significant
differences on perceptions on leadership style and effectiveness between the two different
rater types to address the following research question:
Is there a statistically significant difference between the perceptions about leadership
style and effectiveness between the principal participants and the teacher raters?
Again, leadership style could not be used as an independent variable, so an
Independent Samples t-test was performed, and it was determined that while the
perceived effectiveness of principals was higher among teachers than among principals, it
was not at a statistically significant level. A more detailed explanation of the results for
research question 3 can be found on the following pages.
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Figure 4. 23
Boxplot of perceived effectiveness scores as rated by teachers & principals

Table 4. 23
Group Statistics for Perceived Effectiveness

IsProductive
(EFF)

Relationship
Principal
Teacher

N
37
236

Mean
3.5946
3.6093

Std.
Deviation
.42554
.69036

Std. Error
Mean
.06996
.04494

Table 4. 24
Independent Samples Test of Perceived Effectiveness as Rated by Teachers & Principals
Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances

Equal
Is
variances
Produ
assumed
ctive Equal
(EFF) variances
not
assumed

F
Sig.
t
1.541 .216 -.126

t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Std.
Interval of the
Difference
Sig. (2- Mean Error
df
tailed) Diff.
Diff
Lower Upper
271
.900 -.01473 .11693 -.24494 .21548

-.177 70.013

.860 -.01473 .08315 -.18056 .15110
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In the example above, the researcher tested the null hypothesis that there is no
difference between perceptions about a principal’s leadership style and effectiveness
scores between teacher and principal raters. However, since there was such a high match
rate for leadership style, the principal participants could not be classified into distinct
groups – only one principal would have been included in the transactional leadership
style group, so that principal was removed from the analysis. After that determination
was made, an independent samples t-test was calculated using SPSS to determine if there
were significant mean differences for principal effectiveness scores for teacher and
principal raters. The mean effectiveness score for principal self-ratings (N = 37) was 3.59
(SD = .43) while the mean effectiveness score for teacher raters (N = 236) was 3.61 (SD =
.69). Effectiveness scores for principals and teachers were not normally distributed, as
assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p < .05) and Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances
suggests there is no violation of homogeneity of variance. Equal variances were assumed
as assessed by the non-significant outcome of the Levene’s Test (F (1,271) = 1.541, p =
.216). An independent samples t-test was performed to determine if there were
differences in perceptions of effectiveness between principals and teachers. While there
were outliers in the data, as assessed by inspection of the boxplot - Figure 4.23, it was
determined that the outliers did not significantly impact the outcome of the findings.
While the perceived effectiveness of principals was higher among teachers (M =
3.61, SD = .69) than among principals (M = 3.59, SD = .43), this difference was not
statistically significant (t 271 = -.126, p = .90; 95% CI, -.24 to .22). Because the twotailed p-value = .90 and is larger than a =.05, we can fail to reject the null hypothesis
because there is no statistically significant difference between the mean perceived
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effectiveness scores for principal and teacher raters. These results suggest that
perceptions on a building principal’s perceived effectiveness does not differ when rated
by teachers and when self-rated by the principals.
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between the leadership
style of building principals and the perceived effectiveness of those leaders. Within this
chapter, the findings were analyzed and presented with statistical figures and tables
which were exported from the SPSS output. Organized in two sections, first descriptive
statistics were presented to give a sense of the sample for this study. Then, the data was
analyzed to determine if there were any statistically significant findings by research
question.
While the main findings presented in this results chapter did not lead to any
statistically significant results, there were some statistically significant simple main
effects within two of the three research questions. The implications of the simple main
effects will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion
Introduction
The main purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between the
leadership style of building principals and the perceived effectiveness of those leaders.
Additionally, this study considered the impact, if any, that gender, leadership style, and
educational level of the school building (elementary vs. secondary) have on the perceived
effectiveness of leaders. Finally, this study sought to explore if differences exist between
teacher and principal perception on a building principal’s leadership style and
effectiveness.
Gender Theory and Leadership Theory functioned as the theoretical frameworks
to ground this research, and the study attempted to add to the literature reviewed in
Chapter Three of this dissertation.
Implications of Findings / Relationship to Prior Research
While the findings from this study did not reveal any statistically significant
results with regard to gender and educational level on leadership style, gender and
educational level on effectiveness, or on differences in perceived effectiveness between
teacher raters and principals, there were statistically significant simple main effects worth
reviewing. Since principals are arguably the most important employee to influence a
school building, their leadership is supremely important to many aspects of the
educational environment. Therefore, principals should be cognizant of their leadership
styles and be concerned with their teachers’ perceived effectiveness of their leadership so
as to create schools that operate at optimal performance levels. Female and male leaders
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can learn from gender and social roles and leadership styles that match situations to help
them lead effectively.
From this study, while the researcher could not conclude that gender and
educational level of a school building had a statistically significant effect on leadership
style, the simple main effect findings did indicate that there was a statistically significant
difference in transformational mean scores between male and female principals on the
elementary level. Female principals in both elementary and in secondary school
buildings had higher mean scores on the questions pertaining to transformational
leadership style, thus seemingly indicating female principals were perceived as more
transformational than male principals regardless of educational level of a school.
However, the simple main effects analysis showed that only at the elementary level were
female principals considered significantly more transformational than male principals (p
= .018). This supports the findings in studies from Bass et al. (1996), Doherty (1997),
and Turner et al. (2004), which indicate that women are more transformational leaders
than men.
Perhaps this was most evident on the elementary level and not at the secondary
level because there are more female teachers in elementary schools and female leaders
may adopt collaborative and empowering leadership styles among the same gender
(Paustian-Underdahl, Walker, & Woehr, 2014). Additionally, since there are fewer male
teachers on the elementary level, female principals may not be countered with as much
reluctance, especially by males, to give women power in the workplace (Eagly,
Johannesen-Schmidt, & Van Engen, 2003). The fact that male and female leaders may
differ in their leadership style is particularly interesting because leadership behaviors
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contribute to effectiveness. Further, since transformational leadership is often considered
more democratic and inclusive, women as transformational leaders may avoid the
potential for presenting an overly masculine impression as a result of her hierarchical
control and thus eliminate the negative associations with acting against social norms
(Yoder, 2001). Long gone are the days of the 1950s housewife who dutifully dotes on
her working husband. With societal perceptions continuing to expand and broaden
gendered expectations, more and more opportunities arise for women, and more and more
successful social roles are positively attributed to females. Considering women for
educational leadership roles will increase the pool of candidates and increase the number
of leaders with contemporary successful leadership skills.
Further, simple main effects analysis showed that there were statistically
significant differences on laissez-faire mean scores across genders and educational levels.
The mean laissez-faire scores for male elementary school principals was higher (M = .51,
SD = .41) than among female elementary school principals (M = .26, SD = .27) and can
also be seen through the mean scores across genders for secondary schools (MMale = .41,
SD = .47);(MFemale = .21, SD = .19). Both findings indicate that teachers on elementary
and secondary educational levels perceive their male principals to exhibit more laissezfaire leadership behaviors. This is consistent with findings from Eagly et al. (2003)
which found that men had “higher scores on measures of the less effective aspects of
leadership – passive management and laissez-faire leadership” (p. 585). Essentially,
these findings indicate that passive leadership behaviors are more common in male
leaders than in female leaders.
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With regards to leader effectiveness, the researcher can conclude that there was
no significant relationship between gender and educational level of a school building and
teacher perceived principal leader effectiveness. This outcome aligns with a Norming
Study cited in Eagly et al., which stated “findings …did not produce a significant malefemale difference on satisfaction or effectiveness (p. 583). Yet, there was a statistically
significant difference in effectiveness scores between elementary and secondary school
levels for male principals; elementary school teachers rated their male principals as more
effective than those on the secondary level. Elementary school teachers also rated their
female principals as more effective than did secondary school teachers, but it was not at a
statistically significant level. Nevertheless, these outcomes support findings by Firestone
& Herriott (1982) which indicated there were differences between how elementary school
and secondary school teachers perceive their principals. Since there are fewer teachers at
the elementary school level and there is no division by academic department, there may
be more direct interactions with principals, more of an understanding of principal vision,
and thus more of a reason for elementary teachers to perceive their male principals as
more effective. Also, this study found that female elementary principals were
significantly more transformational than males which substantiates claims from a metaanalysis of 39 studies which indicated positive correlations between leaders’
effectiveness and all components of transformational leadership (Lowe, Kroeck &
Sivasubramaniam, 1996). This outcome is encouraging for women who are current
leaders or who are aspiring to be a leader in this field since females have a tendency
toward transformational leadership – the more effective style in contemporary leadership
research.
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The notions of gender, educational level of a school, leadership styles, and leader
effectiveness remain topics that will benefit from continued research. With regards to
gender and leadership, major improvements have been made to help females break
through the supposed “glass ceiling” of years ago, yet more can be done to be sure that
attitudes continue to change so new social norms can be established and so, as Eagly and
Carli (2007) contend, “the labyrinth” of professional endeavors can be successfully
navigated (p. 3). Interestingly, Robinson et al. have found that the profile of women
superintendents are more like their male counterparts, and Paustian-Underdahl, Walker,
& Woehr have shown that there is a nonsignificant relationship between gender and
leadership effectiveness (2014; 2017). Overall, their findings show that there was not a
significant gender difference in perceived leadership effectiveness. There were no
significant differences across time periods or across study settings. Further examinations
of the relationship between gender on leadership/leadership styles and their impact on
effectiveness can expand the present traditional views and open opportunities to all
individuals who deviate from stereotypical social gender-role behaviors. In turn, this can
contribute to the relationship between gender, leadership, and perceived effectiveness.
Limitations of the Study
As is the case with most research studies, there were limitations to this study. For
instance, because the nature of this study required survey responses from both principals
and teachers in the principal participant’s building, many principals were hesitant to
participate. As such, the response rate for the number of principals across Long Island
was low. Quantitative research design typically requires a large sample size in order to
generalize to the population. In this study, only thirty-eight principals from Nassau and
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Suffolk County schools consented to participate and completed the MLQ and the
researcher was able to obtain completed questionnaires from 236 teachers within those
school buildings; this equated to at least five teachers from each principal’s school.
However, the distribution of respondents was not equal across genders and across types
of school. As such, the data resulted in Type II errors.
As a result of the web-based instrument, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ), there were some limitations to the data collection process for this study. While
the researcher was able to directly link the principal participants to a survey, she was only
able to insert email addresses into the MLQ online platform for full faculties when the
information was public. If the teacher email addresses were not indicated on a school
website, the researcher had to rely on the principal to gather participants. As such, this
made gathering full teacher response rates difficult for the researcher. Additionally, since
schools are now soft targets for computer hackers to gain personally identifiable
information, cybersecurity measures have been increased in most, if not all, school
districts. The researcher had to contend with this extra layer of protection a number of
times throughout the data collection process. The researcher fielded emails and phone
calls to verify the validity of the online questionnaire for both principal and teacher
participants. One district even had their own Institutional Review Board review the
parameters of this study before any participants could consent to take the survey. It is
also believed that a vast number of potential participants simply ignored the email
because they were unaware of the source.
Based on the principals’ mean scores on the MLQ, only one leader could have
been categorized as transactional. All other leaders had fallen into the transformational
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leadership category; none of the participants had their highest mean scores on the survey
questions pertaining to laissez-faire leadership. As a result, research question two could
not have determined if leadership style had any effect on perceived effectiveness. A
potential explanation for this outcome is that the principal participants who agreed to be a
part of this study were already confident in their leadership and comfortable having their
faculty rate them favorably. Yet another possibility can be explained by the Hawthorne
Effect, which indicates that research participants’ behavior may differ from normal when
participating in a study. According to McCambridge, Witton, & Elbourne, “awareness of
being observed or having behavior assessed engenders beliefs about researcher
expectations. Conformity and social desirability considerations then lead behavior to
change in line with these expectations” (2014, p. 268). Leaders may have realized which
questions were considered to be positive leadership behaviors, and thus rated themselves
accordingly which led to the overwhelming number of principals who rated themselves as
mostly transformational.
Further, while it was expected that both principal and teacher respondents were
truthful and sincere in their responses on the MLQ, it is possible that principals felt
uncomfortable self-reflecting on their own leadership styles and effectiveness, or, as
stated earlier, it is possible that only strong principals responded to the survey because
they were confident in their own abilities and in how others see them. Once again, the
latter point could explain why so many principals fell within the transformational
leadership style more than the transactional or laissez-faire styles. Additionally, even
though it was indicated that the survey responses would remain confidential, some
teachers may have been nervous that a principal would be able to access their responses
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and either chose not to participate or did not provide honest responses for fear of
repercussions. As such, it is possible that the only teachers who consented to participate
in this study were those who genuinely believed in the leadership behaviors displayed by
their building principal.
Recommendations for Future Practice
For practitioners in the field seeking suggestions for how to improve principal
leadership, incorporating analysis of leadership styles into programs for aspirational
leaders can help future principals reflect on their own styles. Self-identifying their own
innate leadership behaviors, studying successful transformational leaders, and researching
and practicing ways to inspire and motivate others will help them to ultimately display
the desired effective leadership style. This will also encourage leaders to maintain a
reflective practice while leading. In their coursework, they should also seek to
understand how including various constituent groups in the decision making process can
inspire more buy-in from the greater school community. This will be helpful to both
male and female aspiring leaders.
Further, educating Boards of Education (BOE) and central administration about
what kinds of leadership styles benefit teachers and schools the most can help improve
hiring practices for instructional leaders. When looking to fill an elementary principal
position, a district may consider crafting interview questions and reference check
questions that provide insight into whether the potential candidates exhibit the desired
transformational leadership behaviors or if they display more laissez-faire type of
behaviors. For instance, asking how an aspiring candidate implemented a recent idea can
elicit responses to see if other constituent groups were included in the process. Or,
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asking a potential candidate if any faculty members in his/her building have gone on to
take leadership programs or positions can point to how the candidate inspires and
motivates staff. Additionally, a BOE or central office that recognizes the research
indicating that female leaders are considered to be more transformational than males may
help to close the gap between the number of female principals, especially on the
secondary level.
Successful leaders know that “followers deserve to be involved and that input and
collaboration result in better decisions” (Martin et al., 2017). There are five factors that a
leader must assess when determining what level of involvement is preferable when
making a decision. Time, staff interest in a decision, staff expertise, importance of the
decision, and need for support are all factors that must be weighed when a leader is about
to make a decision (Martin et al., 2017). In most cases, wise leaders will recognize that
collaborative and participative approaches will lead to more successful and supportive
decisions and more effective perceptions of leadership. To assist those leaders already in
the field, school districts can offer meaningful professional development to provide
principals with an understanding of what it means to be a transformational leader. As a
district, they can discuss how to implement inclusive leadership that will involve all
constituent groups. Brainstorming ways to increase opportunities for all individuals to
have access to the principal by way of social media, effective and swift email
communication, town hall type meetings, site based meetings, union representative
meetings, or presidents’ council meetings with students can all help the leader to directly
express his or her vision, to build culture, and to influence all parties interested in the
school. Administrators who recognize just how significant a process is to making
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decisions will include various constituent groups when developing policies or crafting
ideas for change. If a leader is attempting to make changes, it will be necessary to foster
a staff culture of collective efficacy and to focus on team-building (Greenwood, 2017).
All of the aforementioned ideas can help principals display more of the favored
transformational leadership behaviors.
Recommendations for Future Research
Based on the results of the present study, the following topics could be explored
further or could benefit from future research.
Researchers who wish to replicate this study can expand the sample studied in this
survey to include city school districts. The incorporation of urban schools might reveal
statistically significant differences of leadership styles between genders and school types
and also across urban and suburban schools. These findings may present information
about the relationship between urbanicity and the types of leadership styles that are most
effective across school types and genders.
This study only examined the perceptions of teachers on the leadership styles and
perceived effectiveness of their building principals. Future research can survey other
constituent groups like central office administrators, parents, students, and other school
staff to see how other groups perceive the principal’s leadership style and effectiveness.
This may give the leader a more comprehensive understanding of how the principal leads
and if his or her leadership style is perceived differently based on the situations
encountered with each constituent group.
Further, this study only attempted to focus on perceptions of leadership style and
effectiveness but did not consider studying the effect of these facets of leadership on
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student/school achievement. Researchers looking to extend research on the topic of
leadership can add a variable like student/school achievement to explore any potential
connections. Research by Hallinger (2011) indicates an indirect link between principals
and student outcomes. A principal is directly influenced by his or her beliefs, values,
knowledge, and experience. In turn, the principal can directly impact the school’s vision,
operational procedures, academics, faculty, and staff. As indicated in Hallinger’s
research, student learning is dependent on the school’s condition and organization, which
is indirectly linked to the building principal. Determining if there is a relationship
between leadership style and student outcome can prove to be very interesting.
Finally, the nature of this study was only quantitative which may have limited the
ability for participants to respond to the topics surveyed. Future studies can create a
mixed methods research design that would allow the researcher to add qualitative
methods like interviews and field observations. These components can provide a robust
complement to the quantitative data obtained from the survey.
Conclusion
A principal who communicates high expectations for students will also do well to
have high expectations for faculty and staff. The Wallace Foundation reports, “Principals
who get high marks from teachers for creating a strong climate for instruction in their
schools also receive higher marks than other principals for spurring leadership in the
faculty” (2013, p. 9). Encouraging a professional community will help educators to
recognize the importance of their careers by discussing pedagogy, creating innovative
lessons, and staying committed to making a difference. A principal who visits classes
often and focuses on the professional development of its staff communicates that every
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teacher, whether a novice or a veteran, can learn, grow, and improve. Thus, principals
will express transformational leadership behaviors as he or she will seek to motivate
teachers and include them as an essential part of the decision-making process.
Leadership practiced together, or a communal approach to leading, can result in leaders
being perceived as more effective, in teachers having a stronger commitment to the
school’s vision, and in higher student achievement.
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